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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable
KIRSTEN E. GILLIBRAND, a Senator from
the State of New York.

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

Eternal God, our sustainer, it is time
to pray and, in the silence of this mo-
ment, examine our hearts. Lord, You
know our thoughts and see where we
fall short of Your glory. Restore us to
Your purposes as You lead us in the
path everlasting.

Search the hearts of our Senators.
You know the struggles that confront
them, the things they wrestle with, the
things that irritate and gnaw at them
and cause them to abandon trust in
You.

O God, You know us better than we
know ourselves. Search our hearts and
give us Your peace.

We pray in Your loving Name. Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI-
BRAND led the Pledge of Allegiance, as
follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. INOUYE).

The assistant legislative clerk read
the following letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, June 20, 2012.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,

of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby

Senate

appoint the Honorable KIRSTEN E. GILLI-
BRAND, a Senator from the State of New
York, to perform the duties of the Chair.
DANIEL K. INOUYE,
President pro tempore.
Mrs. GILLIBRAND thereupon as-
sumed the chair as Acting President
pro tempore.

———

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY
LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.

——————

FLOOD INSURANCE REFORM AND
MODERNIZATION ACT—MOTION
TO PROCEED—Resumed

Mr. REID. Madam President, I move
to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 1940.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Motion to proceed to calendar No. 250, S.
1940, a bill to amend the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968, to restore the financial
solvency of the flood insurance fund, and for
other purposes.

CLOTURE MOTION

Mr. REID. Madam President, I have a
cloture motion at the desk I wish to be
reported.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The cloture motion having been
presented under rule XXII, the Chair
directs the clerk to read the motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

CLOTURE MOTION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with the provisions of rule XXII of the
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move
to bring to a close the debate on the motion
to proceed to Calendar No. 250, S. 1940, An
original bill to amend the National Flood In-
surance Act of 1968, to restore the financial
solvency of the flood insurance fund, and for
other purposes.

Harry Reid, Tim Johnson, Al Franken,
Patrick J. Leahy, Christopher A.

Coons, Tom Harkin, Barbara A. Mikul-
ski, Kent Conrad, Robert Menendez,
Jack Reed, Barbara Boxer, Ben Nelson,
Michael F. Bennet, Max Baucus, Mark
Begich, Richard Blumenthal, Kay R.
Hagan.

Mr. REID. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the manda-
tory quorum required under rule XXII
be waived.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

SCHEDULE

Mr. REID. Madam President, fol-
lowing leader remarks today, the Re-
publican leader will move to proceed to
S.J. Res. 37. Following that motion;
that is, the one Senator MCCONNELL
will make, the time until 11:30 a.m.
will be equally divided between the two
leaders or their designees, with the Re-
publicans controlling the first 15 min-
utes and the majority controlling the
next 15 minutes, and I have designated
that Senator ROCKEFELLER will take
that 15 minutes. At 11:30 a.m. the Sen-
ate will proceed to vote on the motion
to proceed to S.J. Res. 37. If the motion
to proceed is not agreed to, the Senate
will then resume S. 3240, the farm bill,
and the votes in relation to amend-
ments that remain in order to the bill.
So Senators should expect a long day
of voting, starting at 11:30 a.m.

Madam President, we did extremely
well yesterday. We were able, as indi-
cated last night, to even turn in votes
earlier because everyone was here.
There are lots of events going on in the
Capitol today, but we are going to have
to stick to our business at hand and
make sure we get through this long list
of amendments because we are going to
have to finish this and the flood insur-
ance legislation before we leave here
this week. That is a large assignment.
We have to do that.

UNANIMOUS-CONSENT AGREEMENT—S. 3240

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent that with respect to any
amendments voted on during Tuesday’s
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session, where motions to reconsider
were not made, that the motions to re-
consider be considered made and laid
upon the table.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader is recog-
nized.

DISAPPROVAL OF EPA EMISSION
STANDARDS RULE—MOTION TO
PROCEED

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
I now move to proceed to S.J. Res. 37.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report the motion.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

Motion to proceed to calendar No. 430, S.J.
Res. 37, a joint resolution to disapprove a
rule promulgated by the Administrator of
the Environmental Protection Agency relat-
ing to emission standards for certain steam
generating units.

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, June 19, 2012.

DISCHARGE OF FURTHER CONSIDERATION

We, the undersigned Senators, in accord-
ance with chapter 8 of title 5, United States
Code, hereby direct the Senate Committee
on Environment and Public Works be dis-
charged of further consideration of S.J. Res.
37, a resolution on providing for congres-
sional disapproval of a rule submitted by the
Environmental Protection Agency related to
emission standards for certain steam gener-
ating units.

John Boozman, David Vitter, John Cor-
nyn, Jon Kyl, Pat Roberts, James M.
Inhofe, Johnny Isakson, Tom Coburn,
John McCain, Mike Lee, Patrick J.
Toomey, Marco Rubio, John Thune,
John Barrasso, Thad Cochran, Jim
DeMint, Roy Blunt, Richard Burr,
Rand Paul, Jerry Moran, Rob Portman,
Michael B. Enzi, Lisa Murkowski, Dan-
iel Coats, Saxby Chambliss, Roger F.
Wicker, Orrin Hatch, Kay Bailey
Hutchison, Jeff Sessions, Mitch McCon-
nell, Ron Johnson, Mike Johanns,
James E. Risch, John Hoeven, Richard
Shelby.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republican leader.

Mr. McCONNELL. Madam President,
it has become pretty clear over the
past few months that President Obama
now views his job as the deflector-in-
chief. No longer content to lay all the
Nation’s problems at the feet of his
predecessor, he has taken to creating
controversies out of whole cloth.
Whether it is a manufactured fight
over student loan rates or the so-called
war on women, the goal is as clear as
you can imagine: get reporters to focus
on these things, and maybe the rest of
the country will as well; get them to
focus on anything other than the Presi-
dent’s own failure to turn the economy
around, and maybe he can squeak by
without folks noticing it. That is the
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plan at least and, frankly, it could not
reflect a more misguided view of the
American people. They know who has
been in charge the past 3% years, and
the fact that the President has had a
tough job to do does not mean he gets
a pass on how he has handled it or on
the solutions he has proposed.

Most Americans do not like either
one of the President’s two signature
pieces of legislation—ObamaCare or
the stimulus. They are not particularly
thrilled about seeing America’s credit
rating downgraded for the first time
ever. They are scared to death about a
$16 trillion debt, trillion-dollar deficits,
and chronic joblessness. And many, in-
cluding myself, are deeply concerned
about this administration’s thuggish
attempts to shut its critics right out of
the political process. These are the
kinds of things Americans have been
telling us for 3 years that they are wor-
ried about, and we are not about to be
drawn into some rabbit hole so the
President does not have to talk about
them. We are going to stay focused on
all of these things—mnot because of
some political advantage but because
the American people demand it. So the
President can come up with the excuse
de jour, but we are going to talk about
jobs, we are going to talk about the
deficits and debt, and we will talk
about the Constitution.

When it comes to jobs, let’s be clear.
This administration has been engaged
in a war on the private sector, and in
many cases it has used Federal agen-
cies and a heavyhanded regulatory
process to wage it largely out of view.
We got a vivid confirmation of this
when an EPA official was caught com-
paring the EPA’s enforcement ap-
proach to the Roman use of crucifixion.
Brutalize a few offenders, he said, and
the rest will be scared into submission.

Call me naive, but I think most
Americans think the government
should be working for them, not
against them. I think most Americans
think the Federal Government should
be working to create the conditions for
Americans to prosper, not looking for
any opportunities to undercut free en-
terprise. Yet that is what we see—an
administration that always seems to
assume the worst of the private sector
and whose policies are aimed at under-
mining it. And nowhere is it more clear
than at EPA.

That is why I support Senator
INHOFE’s ongoing efforts, including a
vote today, to push back on the EPA,
which has become one of the lead cul-
prits in this administration’s war on
American jobs. Senator INHOFE is fo-
cusing on just one regulation out of the
many that are crushing businesses
across the country—the so-called Util-
ity MACT, which would cost American
companies billions in upgrades, but for
their competitors overseas, of course,
it would cost them nothing. This regu-
lation would expand the already mas-
sive powers given to the EPA by in-
creasing redtape and costing the tax-
payer over $10 billion each year. In my
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State of Kentucky, it threatens the
jobs of over 1,400 people working in alu-
minum smelter plants, as well as ap-
proximately 18,000 coal miners, not to
mention those engaged in industries
that support these jobs.

Kentucky Power, operator of the
only coal-burning powerplant in my
State, recently conceded defeat in this
fight after the EPA demanded upgrades
to its plants at a cost of nearly $1 bil-
lion, raising the typical residential
customer’s monthly electric bill by a
whopping 30 percent. At that price, it
is no wonder the plant found the new
regulations completely unworkable.
The EPA may have won this battle, but
the real losers are more than 170,000
homes and businesses spread out
amongst 20 eastern Kentucky counties
that depend on the Kentucky Power
plant for their energy.

The proponents of the Utility MACT
say it is needed to improve air quality.
What they cannot tell you is what
these benefits would be or the effect of
leaving the plants in their current con-
dition. Look, we all support clean air,
but if we waved through every regula-
tion that promised to improve air qual-
ity without regard for its actual im-
pact, we would not be able to produce
anything in this country.

What we do know is that a substan-
tial amount of the electricity we
produce in this country comes from
coal, and this new regulation would
devastate the jobs that depend on this
cheap, abundant resource. This is just
one battle in the administration’s war
on jobs, but it has a devastating con-
sequence for real people and real fami-
lies in my State and in many others.
The administration’s nonchalant atti-
tude about these people is appalling,
but this is precisely the danger of hav-
ing unelected bureaucrats in Wash-
ington playing with the livelihoods of
Americans as if they are nothing more
than just pieces on a chessboard.

The media may continue to chase
whatever issue the President and his
campaign decide to fabricate from day
to day, but these are the facts behind
this President’s devastating economic
policies, and that is why it is a story
the President would rather the media
ignored. Well, Republicans are not
going to ignore it. We are going to keep
talking about the President’s policies.
So I commend Senator INHOFE for
keeping us focused on this particular
policy that is devastating to so many
Americans.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
time until 11:30 a.m. will be equally di-
vided and controlled between the two
leaders or their designees, with the Re-
publicans controlling the first 15 min-
utes and the majority controlling the
second 15 minutes.

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, in
our first round, we are going to yield to
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the Senator from Alaska Ms. MUR-
KOWSKI for 10 minutes and then to Sen-
ator MANCHIN for 5 minutes. In the sec-
ond round, we are going to be having
Senators BARRASSO, BOOZMAN, RISCH,
BLUNT, KYL, and TOOMEY.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Madam President,
I think most Americans would agree it
is important that we strike a proper
balance between abundant and afford-
able energy and responsible standards
of environmental performance. But too
often in recent years, the energy-envi-
ronmental balance has been lost. Re-
storing a sense of equilibrium is impor-
tant for both the health of the Amer-
ican people and our Nation’s economy.
Although we see the need for this bal-
ance every day in Alaska, restoring it
has become what I think is a national
challenge. That is why I support Sen-
ator INHOFE’s resolution to disapprove
the mercury and air toxics standards
or the MATS rule.

Congress has tasked the EPA with
implementing laws to protect public
health. That statutory obligation abso-
lutely requires respect. But although
the executive branch gets to make rea-
sonable policy calls in performing that
duty, its regulatory authority is strict-
ly bounded by law.

Today’s EPA too often seems to im-
pose requirements that go beyond what
is authorized or needed. This over-
reaching stifles the energy and natural
resource production the Nation needs
to restore prosperity and technological
leadership, and the sad thing is the re-
sulting rules do not credibly improve
public health.

EPA is now proceeding with an un-
precedented litany of new rules whose
benefits are murky at best but whose
costs are very real and detrimental to
human welfare. The Nation can and
must strike a better balance. Even in
today’s divided times, a broad con-
sensus remains. Achieving affordable
and abundant energy coupled with
strong environmental standards is the
right combination.

Most would also agree that energy
and environment-related public policy
decisions should be based on the facts
and informed by rigorous scientific dis-
course. Applying this consensus shows
that the devil is in the details. So let’s
look closely at the MATS rule. If this
rule is allowed to stand, it will put
electric reliability at unacceptable risk
and raise electricity costs with very
little, if any, appreciable benefit to
human health.

The North American Electric Reli-
ability Corporation or NERC, which is
the independent federally certified
‘“Hlectric Reliability Organization,”
recently reported that ‘‘environmental
regulations are shown to be the num-
ber one risk to reliability over the next
... b years.” That is the statement
from NERC.

The members of the relatively small
and apolitical groups of engineers who
keep the lights on and administer elec-
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tricity markets tell me they are wor-
ried not only about the reliability of
electric service but about its afford-
ability. I would like to speak to the af-
fordability side in just a minute.

Reasonable regulation, clearly appro-
priate; and EPA has the discretion, in-
deed the obligation, to adopt balanced
rules. But, unfortunately, EPA’s ap-
proach has been aimed more at its stat-
utory obligations. Through MATS and
through other rules, EPA wants to in-
fluence how investments in energy pro-
duction are made. So it has imposed a
series of very stringent obligations
that perhaps are not even achievable.

For example, the Institute of Clean
Air Companies, which is an association
representing emissions control tech-
nology vendors—these are the guys
who sell all of this stuff—has asked
EPA to reconsider MATS and has said:

Our member companies cannot ensure that
the new final source [mercury] standard can
be achieved in practice.

These are those who would make a
profit off of selling these. They are say-
ing they do not think that it can be
achieved.

Even though I believe the TUnited
Mine Workers of America, who say
their comments ‘‘and like-minded
[ones] to EPA on the proposed MATS
rule were ignored,” it does not have to
be this way. EPA received thousands of
pages of very detailed, very thoughtful
proposals, for improving MATS.

About 150 electric generators filed
their comments. Edison Electric Insti-
tute, as just one example, filed more
than 75 pages of very precise observa-
tions for improving MATS. They sug-
gested many very specific changes. The
States were active too. Twenty-seven
States are seeking significant changes
in the proposal. There were almost 20
petitions for reconsideration pending
at EPA, and they are pending now.
Thirty petitions have been filed for ju-
dicial review. Twenty-four States have
asked the courts to force EPA to do
better with MATS.

I always say we need to give credit
where credit is due. On the treatment
of condensable particulate matter—not
many of us are focused on condensable
particulate matter—EPA has made
some good changes with regard to that,
between the proposed and the final
MATS rule. This dramatically reduced
the need for construction of expensive
pollution control devices Kknown as
‘“‘bag houses.”

By itself, this one change to the pro-
posed rule reduced the overall cost of
compliance by billions of dollars, and
it relieved somewhat the challenges of
maintaining electric reliability while
achieving compliance with the rule.
Adopting a more reasonable approach
in this one area did not sacrifice any
appreciable benefit. So more must be
done. Congress must tell the EPA to
revisit other suggestions for similar
improvements.

Why the need to keep forcing the im-
provements? The vast majority of the
benefits to EPA claims from MATS are
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the result of its counting coincidental
reductions of particulate matter below
standards that EPA has determined are
sufficient to protect public health.
Emissions of mercury by American
powerplants have declined over the
past 20 years without the MATS rule.
EPA itself estimates the annual bene-
fits of mercury reduction attributable
to the rule at only $500,000 to $6 million
but annual costs at almost $10 billion.

Finally, EPA’s actions are driving up
the cost of electricity too. PJM, which
is the independent regional trans-
mission organization that is respon-
sible for coordinating the movement of
wholesale electricity in all or part of 13
States, as well as in the Nation’s Cap-
ital, reported 2-year capacity price in-
creases of 390 percent, most of which it
attributed to the cost of environmental
compliance with a nearly 1,200-percent
spike in northern Ohio.

PJM also plans for about $2 billion in
additional transmission investment to
maintain reliability in the face of
EPA’s rules. Clearly, these are signifi-
cant costs that will be passed on to our
consumers. I think MATS is a major
rule that needs a major reset by Con-
gress. EPA could then devise a new
rule that is truly aimed at protecting
public health and carrying out the law
rather than trying to push a particular
fuel, coal, out of the market.

I thank the Senator from Oklahoma
for his leadership on this issue.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I
thank the Senator from Alaska for her
very kind remarks. I yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Texas, Mr. CORNYN.

Mr. CORNYN. Madam President, I
come to the floor to join my colleagues
from Alaska, from Oklahoma, and oth-
ers to express my disapproval. I intend
to vote in favor of the resolution of dis-
approval of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency’s mercury and air toxins
standards rule, also known as Utility
MACT.

Now, of course, sometimes the de-
bate, when we talk about pollution,
when we talk about the byproducts of
coal-fired powerplants, is cast in apoc-
alyptic-like terms that have no real
bearing on reality or in terms of the
science and in terms of the economic
impact of the rule or the health bene-
fits supposedly to be derived. I want to
talk about that just briefly.

While this rule claims to be about
public safety, it is a job-killing, ideo-
logically driven attempt to cripple the
coal industry in the United States, an
industry that employs an awful lot of
people, feeds a lot of families. This ad-
ministration, unfortunately, is using
the EPA to destroy a major source of
reliable, affordable, base-lode elec-
tricity that we sorely need. The Presi-
dent talks about being for an all-of-
the-above energy policy. Yet his ad-
ministration, through this regulation
we seek to disapprove today, is going
to effectively take one of those most
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abundant, low-cost sources of energy
off the table for the American people.

Of course, Congress would never pass
such a law in our own right, so the ad-
ministration is using a ruling from an
unelected group of bureaucrats who are
not subject to political accountability.
This is another example of executive
overreach, and it is bad news for con-
sumers and job creators alike.

Power companies have confirmed
that Utility MACT standards for new
power sources are so stringent that no
new coal-fired powerplant will be built
in the United States. No new coal-fired
powerplant will be built in the United
States, no matter how modern and how
clean the technology will allow that
powerplant to operate. So the con-
sequences will be that Utility MACT
will damage grid reliability. It will de-
stroy jobs, and it will raise electricity
prices—not a small matter when many
of our seniors are on fixed incomes and
are going to suffer as a result of this
rule that does not do what its advo-
cates tout it for.

The costs of Utility MACT will ex-
ceed the benefits by roughly 1,600 to 1.
Some claim that does not matter, that
benefits are benefits no matter what
the cost, no matter how much, how
many jobs it Kkills, no matter how
much it raises the price of electricity
on seniors in my State who are living
in very hot summers. If we have an-
other year like we had last year—I
hope we do not. We had 100-degree tem-
peratures more than 70 days—and I
think it was even more than that—it
will threaten the capacity of the power
grid to even produce the electricity so
people can run their air conditioners.
The detriment to our seniors in terms
of public health and in terms of cost,
being on a fixed income, is quite evi-
dent.

According to the EPA, more than 99
percent of the health benefits from
Utility MACT will not even come from
mercury reductions but, rather, from
reductions in particulate matter that
are already regulated to safe levels
under the Clean Air Act. So either the
EPA will be double-counting existing
benefits or else it will be setting new
levels for other byproducts that are not
justified by public health concerns.

In short, the benefits of this regula-
tion are dubious, but the costs are real.
They are already harming the U.S.
economy with existing powerplants
being shut down and others being
scrapped. The United States currently
has more than 1,400 coal-fired elec-
tricity-generating units operating at
more than 600 plants.

Together, these powerplants generate
almost half of the electricity produced
in our country. Again, we are not talk-
ing about taking wind energy off the
table. We are not talking about other
ways to generate electricity. But this
is one of the cheapest, most abundant
sources of energy in our country, and
we are simply killing it.

So sponsors of Utility MACT repeat-
edly tout its health benefits. But those
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are overstated. However, they under-
state the impact this will have on jobs.
It will kill jobs. People will lose their
jobs in a tough economy. I urge my col-
leagues to pull back the curtain on the
EPA and see Utility MACT for what it
is, an economic disaster shrouded in
false claims about public health.

Americans deserve smart regulation
based on logic and sound science. Util-
ity MACT is the exact opposite and de-
serves to be rejected.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Madam Presi-
dent, in the shadow of one seemingly
narrow Senate vote, that being the
Inhofe resolution of disapproval of the
EPA’s rule on mercury and air toxins,
I rise to talk about West Virginia,
about our people, our way of life, our
health, our State’s economic oppor-
tunity, and about our future.

Coal has played an enormous part in
our past and can play an enormous part
in our future, but it will only happen if
we face reality.

This is a critical and a very conten-
tious time in the Mountain State. The
dialogue on coal, its impacts, and the
Federal Government’s role has reached
a stunningly fevered pitch. Carefully
orchestrated messages that strike fear
into the hearts of West Virginians and
feed uncertainty about coal’s future
are the subject of millions of dollars of
paid television ads, billboards,
breakroom bulletin boards, public
meetings, letters, and lobbying cam-
paigns.

A daily onslaught declares that coal
is under siege from harmful outside
sources, and that the future of the
State is bleak unless we somehow turn
back the clock, ignore the present, and
block the future.

West Virginians understandably
worry that a way of life and the dig-
nity of a job is at stake. Change and
uncertainty in the coal industry is un-
settling and nothing new. But it is un-
settling. My fear is that concerns are
also being fueled by the narrow view of
others with divergent views and moti-
vations, one that denies the inevi-
tability of change in the energy indus-
try and unfairly—and I feel this strong-
ly—leaves coal miners in the dust.

The reality is those who run the coal
industry today would rather attack
false enemies and deny real problems
than solve problems that would help
them and the people they employ and
the States in which they work.

Instead of facing the challenges of
making tough decisions, similar to
men of a different era, they are abro-
gating their responsibilities to lead.
Back in the 1970s, I remember a fellow
from Consolidation Coal named Bobby
Brown. He got together with the
United Mine Workers on his own. We
were having a lot of temporary re-
straining orders and strikes at that
time. They sat down, and because
Bobby Brown was not a timid man—he
was the head of a company, but he was
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a forceful leader—they worked out
something which gave us peace in the
coalfields of West Virginia—which is
something—for a long time. It was a
courageous act by a courageous
nontimid man.

Scare tactics are a cynical waste of
time, money, and worst of all, coal
miners’ hopes. Coal miners buy into all
the television they hear, are controlled
by it, have large salaries. So in a sense
they are stuck where they are, happily
funded but without a place to look for-
ward to. But sadly these days, coal op-
erators have closed themselves off from
any other opposing voices and almost
none has the courage to speak out for
change—any kind of change—even
though it has been staring them in the
face for decades. They have known
about it. They have ignored it.

This reminds me of the auto indus-
try, which also resisted change for dec-
ades. Coal operators should learn from
both the mistakes and the recent suc-
cess of the automobile industry. I pas-
sionately believe coal miners deserve
better than they are getting from coal
operators, and West Virginians cer-
tainly deserve better also.

Let’s start with the truth. Coal,
today, faces real challenges, even
threats, and we all know what they are

First, our coal reserves are finite and
many coal-fired powerplants are aging.
The cheap, easy coal seams are dimin-
ishing rapidly and production is fall-
ing, especially in the Central Appa-
lachian Basin in southern West Vir-
ginia. Production is shifting to lower
cost areas such as Illinois and the Pow-
der River Basin in the Wyoming area.
The average age of our Nation’s 1,100-
plus coal-fired plants is 42.5 years, with
hundreds of plants even older. These
plants run less often, are less eco-
nomic, and are obviously less efficient.

Second, natural gas use is on the
rise. Power companies are switching to
natural gas because of lower prices,
cheaper construction costs, lower emis-
sions, and vast, steady supplies. Even
traditional coal companies such as
CONSOL are increasingly investing in
natural gas as opposed to coal.

Third, the shift to a lower carbon
economy is not going away. It is a dis-
service—a terrible disservice—to coal
miners and their families to pretend it
is, to tell them everything can be as it
was. It can’t be. That is over. Coal
companies deny that we need to do
anything to address climate change,
despite the established scientific con-
sensus and mounting national desire—
including in West Virginia—for a
cleaner, healthier environment.

Despite the barrage of ads, the EPA
alone is not going to make or break
coal. Coal operators would love to
think that is the case because it is a
great target, and it is much easier to
criticize than to do something. But
there are many forces exerting pres-
sure, and that agency is just one of
them.

Two years ago, I offered a time-out
on EPA carbon rules, a 2-year suspen-
sion that could have broken the logjam
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in Congress and given us the oppor-
tunity to address carbon issues aggres-
sively and legislatively.

But instead of supporting this ap-
proach, coal operators went for broke—
they saw a fatter opportunity—when
they demanded a complete repeal of all
EPA authority to address carbon emis-
sions forever. They demanded all or
nothing. They turned aside a com-
promise and, in the end, they got noth-
ing.

Last year, they ran exactly the same
play, demanding all or nothing on the
cross-State air pollution rule, refusing
to entertain any middle ground and de-
nying even a hint of legitimacy for the
views of the other side and they lost
again—badly.

Here we are with another all-or-noth-
ing resolution, which is absolutely des-
tined to fail, and we are arguing as
months, weeks, and years go by. This
foolish action wastes time and money
that could have been invested in the fu-
ture of coal. Instead, with each bad
vote the coal operators get, they give
away more of their leverage and lock
in their failure.

This time, the issue is whether to
block an EPA rule, as has been said—
the mercury and air toxics standards—
that require coal-fired powerplants to
reduce mercury and other toxic air pol-
lution.

I oppose this resolution because 1
care so much about West Virginians.

Without good health—demeaned in
this debate so far—it is hard to hold
down a job or live the American dream.
Chronic illness is debilitating. I have
made a career in the Senate of health
care. It impacts families’ income, their
prosperity, and ultimately families’
happiness. The annual health benefits
of the rule are enormous. EPA has re-
lied on thousands of studies—thou-
sands—that establish the serious and
long-term impact of these pollutants
on premature death, heart attacks,
hospitalizations, pregnant women, ba-
bies, and children. Do West Virginians
care about these kinds of things? I
think they do.

Moreover, it significantly reduces the
largest remaining human-caused emis-
sion of mercury, which is a potent
neurotoxin with fetal impact. Maybe
some can shrug off the advice of the
American Academy of Pediatrics and
many other professional medical and
scientific groups, but I do not.

The rule has been in the works
through a public process for many
years. Some  businesses—including
some utilities in West Virginia—have
already invested in technology and are
ready to comply.

Others have not prepared because
they have chosen to focus on profit
rather than upgrading or investing in
these smaller, older, and less-efficient
coal-fired plants that were paid for dec-
ades ago and that they will tell us
would be retired anyway.

That is right. Every single plant slat-
ed for closure in West Virginia was al-
ready on the chopping block from their
own corporate board’s decision.
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It is important to be truthful with
miners. It is sort of a forgotten art,
and that is a travesty. We have to be
truthful with miners that coal plants
will close because of decisions made by
corporate boards long ago, not just be-
cause of EPA regulations but because
the plants are no longer economical as
utilities build low-emission natural gas
plants.

Natural gas has its challenges too,
with serious questions about water
contamination and shortages and other
environmental concerns. But while
coal executives pine for the past, the
natural gas folks look to the future, in-
vesting in technology to reduce their
environmental footprint, and they are
working with others on ways to sup-
port the safe development of gas. We
are all going to be watching that very
closely, are we not?

It is not too late for the coal indus-
try to step up and lead—Ileadership—by
embracing the realities of today and
creating a sustainable future. It has
not been too late for a long time. Dis-
card the scare tactics. Stop denying
science. Listen to what markets are
saying about greenhouse gases and
other environmental concerns. Listen
to what West Virginians are saying
about their water, air and health and
the cost of caring for seniors and chil-
dren who are most susceptible to pollu-
tion.

Stop and listen to West Virginians—
miners and families included—who see
the bitterness of the fight we are hav-
ing now and which has been going on
forever. The bitterness of the fight has
taken on more importance than any
potential solutions. The point is put up
block after block, which loses time
after time, but at least they have a
fight and something to scream about,
all with no progress.

Those same miners care deeply about
their children’s health. They care
about them. They are family people. I
know that. I went there in 1964 and
lived among miners for 2 years, and I
have now lived among them ever since,
closely and intimately. They care
about what people all over the country
care about. They care about the
streams and mountains of West Vir-
ginia. They know down deep we can’t
keep to the same path. They are not al-
lowed to say so, but they know that.

Miners, their families, and their
neighbors are why I went to West Vir-
ginia. They are why I made our State
my home. I have been proud to stand
shoulder to shoulder with coal miners,
and we have done a lot of good together
over the years.

For more than 36 years, I have
worked to protect the health and safe-
ty of coal miners, everything from the
historic Coal Act back in 1992 to my
safety laws, pensions and black lung
benefits—always with miners’ best in-
terests in mind.

Despite what critics contend, I am
standing with coal miners by voting
against this resolution.

I don’t support this resolution of dis-
approval because it does nothing to
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look to the future of coal. It moves us
backward, not forward. Unless this in-
dustry aggressively leans into the fu-
ture, coal miners will be the big losers.

Beyond the frenzy over this one EPA
rule, we need to focus squarely on the
real task of finding a long-term future
for something called clean coal. That is
possible. We have demonstrated that.
That is being done in various places in
the country right now. This will ad-
dress legitimate environmental and
health concerns and, of course, global
warming and all that counts.

Let me be clear. Yes, I am frustrated
with much of the top levels of the coal
industry, at least in my State of West
Virginia, but most of the corporate
headquarters are elsewhere. However, 1
am not giving up hope for a strong
clean coal future. I am not giving up.
To get there, we will need a bold part-
ner, innovation, and major public and
private investments.

In the meantime, we should not for-
get that coal-fired powerplants would
provide good jobs for thousands of West
Virginians. It remains the underpin-
ning for many of our small commu-
nities, and I will always be focused on
their future.

Instead of finger-pointing, we should
commit ourselves to a smart action
plan that will help with job transition
opportunities, sparking new manufac-
turing and exploring the next genera-
tion of technology—not just be depend-
ent upon coal but a lot of things.

None of this is impossible. Solving
big challenges is what we do in West
Virginia. I would much rather embrace
the future boldly.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, be-
fore Senator ROCKEFELLER leaves, I
wish to take 30 seconds to say some-
thing. I believe that when the next his-
torians write the book about leader-
ship, courage, and integrity in the Sen-
ate, this speech will be featured in that
book. I am so proud of the Senator
from West Virginia.

How much time remains between the
two sides?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority controls 36 minutes,
the Republicans control 39 minutes.

Mr. INHOFE. It is our understanding
we have approximately 42 minutes
apiece and that we will go back and
forth.

Mrs. BOXER. The Chair just said
there is 39 minutes for the Republicans
and 36 for us.

Mr. INHOFE. I like that.

Madam President, I yield to the Sen-
ator from South Dakota for 7 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. I thank the Senator
from Oklahoma for his leadership on
this issue, for yielding the time, and I
appreciate everything he has done to
bring S.J. Res. 37 to the floor of the
Senate.

As the father of two daughters, I
want a cleaner, safer, healthier envi-
ronment for their generation and for
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future generations. Thanks to the com-
monsense policies that balance eco-
nomic growth with a cleaner environ-
ment, our country has made significant
progress toward improving the quality
of our air and water. We have made
progress under Republican Presidents
and we have made progress under
Democratic Presidents. We have also
made progress during Democratic con-
trol and Republican control of the Sen-
ate.

But what the Obama administration
is doing with this regulation, and with
many of the other policies that pertain
to energy, is pursuing an ideologically
driven agenda in which the costs far
outweigh the benefits. He promised his
energy bplan would necessarily make
electricity costs skyrocket, and his
policies are clearly delivering on that
promise.

A prime example of that flawed agen-
da is Utility MACT, which is the most
expensive regulation in EPA’s history,
with an estimated cost of $10 billion.
These are costs that will be passed on
to families and small businesses across
the country at a time when we are ex-
periencing the worst economic recov-
ery in over 60 years.

We all know the statistics. Unem-
ployment has been at 8 percent now for
40 consecutive months. Real unemploy-
ment is above 14 percent. There are 23
million Americans who are not work-
ing today, and 5.4 million Americans
have remained out of work for over a
year. Despite these facts, President
Obama continues to push regulations
such as Utility MACT that are going to
make energy more expensive and, at
the same time, destroy good-paying
jobs.

According to the National Economic
Research Associates, Utility MACT
will cost between 180,000 and 215,000
jobs by the year 2015. When including
President Obama’s other regulations
on the electric power sector, the
United States stands to lose approxi-
mately 1.66 million jobs by the year
2020. We simply cannot afford these po-
litically driven regulations at a time
when 23 million Americans remain un-
employed or underemployed.

Low-income and middle-class fami-
lies are the ones who will be hit the
hardest by the administration’s ac-
tions. Families who earn less than
$50,000 already spend 21 percent of their
income on energy costs compared to 9
percent for those making more than
$50,000. Now, thanks to the EPA’s regu-
latory actions, those costs are going to
g0 up an average of 6% percent and as
much as 19 percent in some areas. Mid-
dle-class incomes have already fallen
by over $4,300 these past 3 years, and
now President Obama wants to further
burden them with higher energy costs.

These higher energy costs are not
some far-off projection. In many cases,
these costs are already being realized.
As an example, PJM, which is a re-
gional transmission organization which
coordinates the movement of wholesale
electricity in 13 States and the District
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of Columbia, in its May 2012 capacity
auction reported 2-year capacity price
increases of 390 percent. PJM is report-
ing a nearly tenfold increase in whole-
sale energy costs in northern Ohio. Ac-
cording to one of their spokespersons,

Capacity prices were higher than last
year’s because of retirements of existing
coal-fired generation resulting largely from
environmental regulations which go into ef-
fect in 2015.

The result could cause electricity
bills across the PJM region to increase
by up to $130 and potentially much
higher in places such as northern Ohio.

In addition to electricity rates,
EPA’s agenda will drive up the cost of
food, transportation, fuels, and manu-
factured goods, as those costs get
passed on across all the sectors of the
economy. The end result is more pain
for the middle class, slower economic
growth, and fewer jobs.

The President likes to talk a lot
about fairness, so I will ask my col-
leagues: Is it fair that unaccountable
EPA bureaucrats are going to drive up
utility bills by up to 19 percent? Is it
fair manufacturers are going to have to
pay higher energy bills rather than
hire new workers? Is it fair that small
towns across the Midwest are already
being devastated by coal plant closings
on account of regulations from the
Obama administration? Is it fair that
thousands of workers are going to be
laid off and lose not only their pay-
checks but their employer-provided
health care coverage as well?

For most South Dakotans and mil-
lions of hard-working taxpayers across
the country, I believe the answer is
that the consequences of these regula-
tions are inherently unfair. They pe-
nalize hard-working middle-class
Americans.

In the case of Utility MACT, con-
sumers are going to pay a heavy price
for President Obama’s political agenda
to restrict access to the abundant and
affordable sources of domestic energy
we possess in this country.

Most Americans believe regulations
should work for consumers and not
against consumers. Unfortunately,
EPA bureaucrats have drafted the Util-
ity MACT regulation in an inefficient
and unworkable manner. Utility
MACT’s new source standards are so
strict they cannot possibly be met.

According to the Institute of Clean
Air Companies, the proenvironmental
trade association comprising nearly 100
suppliers of air pollution equipment,
Utility MACT makes it ‘“‘nearly impos-
sible to construct new coal-fired units
because financing of such units re-
quires guarantees from equipment sup-
pliers that all emission limits can be
met.”

There has to be a better approach.
S.J. Res. 37, which would force a re-
write of Utility MACT, is the only so-
lution to address the rule’s problems.
It is time to rewrite Utility MACT in a
manner that better balances economic
growth with environmental protection.

I hope today we will have a majority
of our colleagues here in the Senate
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who will support S.J. Res. 37. Doing so
will send a strong message to the
Obama administration that the Senate
will not stand by and watch his regu-
latory agenda further hurt small busi-
nesses and middle-class families, mak-
ing it more expensive and more dif-
ficult for businesses in this country to
create jobs. That is the end result of
this regulation. It is the end result of
many of the energy policies and regula-
tions coming out of this administra-
tion. That has to stop. We have to get
Americans back to work. We have to
get our economy growing again.

Madam President, I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Tennessee.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER. Madam President,
I thank the Senator from California,
and the Senator from Maryland espe-
cially for his courtesy.

I would agree the EPA has become a
happy hunting ground for goofy regula-
tions. But as the late William F. Buck-
ley once said, even a stopped clock is
right twice a day. And on this rule—
this clean air rule and the earlier inter-
state rule—I believe EPA is right.

The effect of upholding this rule will
be to finally require that most coal
plants everywhere in America will have
to install two kinds of pollution con-
trol equipment: scrubbers and SCRs.
This will basically finish the job of
capturing sulfur and nitrogen oxides,
fine particles, and the 187 toxic pollut-
ants that were specifically identified
by Congress in the 1990 Clean Air Act
amendments.

The Tennessee Valley Authority has
already committed to install this
equipment by 2018. But TVA alone
can’t clean up Tennessee’s air, because
dirty air blows in from other States. So
let me say what upholding this rule
will do for the people of Tennessee.

First, it will hasten the day when
Memphis, Chattanooga, and Knoxville
are not three of the top five worst asth-
ma cities—which they are today—and
Nashville is not competing to be in the
top 10.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to have printed in the RECORD
at the conclusion of my remarks an ar-
ticle which appeared in the Tennessean
this week by Dr. William Lawson of
Vanderbilt University, who treats pa-
tients with respiratory diseases in
Nashville.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

(See exhibit 1.)

Mr. ALEXANDER. In the article Dr.
Lawson says:

Pollution from these power plants means
my patients suffer more. Pollution increases
their chances of being hospitalized. Some of
these toxic emissions even cause cancer and
can interfere with our children’s neuro-
logical development.
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Secondly, upholding this rule means
that visitors will soon not even think
of calling the Great Smoky Mountains
the Great Smoggy Mountains because
it is one of the most polluted national
parks in America. We want those 9 mil-
lion visitors to keep coming every year
with their dollars and their jobs.

Instead of seeing 24 miles on a bad air
day from Clingman’s Dome, our high-
est peak, this rule should mean we will
gradually move toward seeing 100 miles
from Clingman’s Dome as the air
cleans up and we look through the nat-
ural blue haze.

Third, this rule should mean fewer
health advisory warnings for our
streams that say ‘‘don’t eat the fish be-
cause of mercury contamination.” Half
of the manmade mercury in the United
States comes from coal plants, and as
much as 70 percent of the mercury pol-
lution in our local environment, such
as streams and rivers, can come from
nearby coal plants.

Fourth, we have seen that had Nissan
been unable to get an air quality per-
mit in Nashville in 1980, it would have
gone to Georgia. And if Senator
CORKER had not, as mayor of Chat-
tanooga, improved the air quality in
that city in the mid 2000s, the Volks-
wagen site there would be a vacant lot
today.

We know every Tennessee metropoli-
tan area is struggling to stay within
legal clean air standards and we don’t
want the Memphis megasite to stay a
vacant lot because dirty air blowing in
from Mississippi and Arkansas makes
the Memphis air too dirty for new in-
dustry to locate there.

We know these rules will add a few
dollars to our electric bills, but in our
case, most of that is going to happen
anyway because the Tennessee Valley
Authority has already agreed to put
this pollution control equipment on its
coal-fired powerplants. We know we
can reduce the effect of these expenses
on monthly electric bills because
States may give utilities a fourth year
to comply with the rule, and the Presi-
dent may, under the law, give them a
fifth and sixth year. And Senator
PRYOR and I intend to ask the Presi-
dent to give that fifth and sixth year to
reduce costs on electric bills.

We know long term this rule will se-
cure a place in America’s clean energy
future for clean coal. For example, the
largest public utility, TV A, the largest
private utility, Southern Company,
both plan to put pollution control
equipment on their coal plants and to
make at least one-third of their elec-
tricity from coal over the long term.

In 1990—22 years ago—Congress told
the EPA to make this rule when it
passed the Clean Air Act amendments.
In 2008, the Court told the EPA to
make this rule.

Over the years, I have learned that
cleaner air not only means better
health, but also means better jobs for
Tennesseans, and I am proud to stand
up on behalf of the people of Tennessee
to uphold this clean air rule.
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EXHIBIT 1
[From the Tennessean, June 18, 2012]
AIR RULE WILL LITERALLY SAVE US
(By William Lawson, M.D.)

Power plant pollution makes people sick
and can cut lives short. That is why cleaning
up coal-fired power plants is a long overdue,
lifesaving necessity that thankfully Sen.
Lamar Alexander has embraced to secure
both a healthy and sound economic future
for our state.

I treat patients with asthma, chronic ob-
structive pulmonary disease (COPD), idio-
pathic pulmonary fibrosis and other lung dis-
eases in those whose lungs are especially vul-
nerable to the power-plant emissions. But
they are not the only ones at risk. My chil-
dren and yours also are highly susceptible to
the long-term repercussions of having to
breathe dirty air growing up, which science
tells us can prevent lungs from maturing
properly. We desperately need Sen. Alex-
ander and Sen. Bob Corker to ensure they re-
ceive protection from these toxic pollutants
now, not years from now.

Protecting them is the recently adopted
Power Plant Mercury and Air Toxics Stand-
ards, as required under the Clean Air Act.
Astonishingly, a campaign is under way to
block these public-health protections. Until
these standards take effect, coal-fired power
plants have no national limits on the
amount of mercury or acid gases they may
pump out of their smokestacks and into the
air we breathe. These standards will prevent
370 premature deaths every year just in Ten-
nessee and will provide $3 billion in annual
health benefits by 2016.

TVA is already well on its way to meeting
these air standards, but some in the Senate
are working to make it easier for corporate
polluters to block the rule from ever taking
effect.

Allowing the new emissions standard to
move forward will prevent 130,000 asthma at-
tacks and 11,000 premature deaths nationally
every year. This reduction in harmful plant
emissions will also eliminate 540,000 missed
work days on an annual basis, thereby reduc-
ing health-care costs and enhancing our
overall quality of life.

Pollution from these power plants means
my patients suffer more. Pollution increases
their chances of being hospitalized. Some of
these toxic emissions even cause cancer and
can interfere with our children’s neuro-
logical development. The public health bene-
fits are just too significant to ignore.
Healthy air and good health have a crystal-
clear relationship.

Every day, I see in my patients how avoid-
ing even just one asthma attack, acute res-
piratory infection or even the briefest hos-
pital stay would dramatically enhance their
quality of life. A healthier future is ours to
have if we stand behind our leaders who are
committed to make that tomorrow a reality.

Mr. ALEXANDER. I thank the Chair,
and I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I
yield to the Senator from Wyoming,
Mr. BARRASSO, for 9 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. BARRASSO. Madam President, if
the Chair would please give me a warn-
ing when 1 minute remains, I would ap-
preciate that.

Today I rise in support of the Inhofe
Utility MACT resolution. This resolu-
tion protects communities and jobs in
the West, the Midwest, and Appalachia,
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and specifically jobs that depend on
coal. These communities depend on
coal to heat and cool their homes at an
affordable price, to power the factories
where they work, and to generate rev-
enue that creates additional jobs.

We are talking about affordable do-
mestic coal that also pays for the
mortgages on the family home, the
clothes and food for children, and the
medical care for grandparents. If the
Utility MACT rule is allowed to pro-
ceed, it would mandate that virtually
no new coal-fired powerplants could be
built anymore in the United States,
and many still in existence would have
to shut down. It is painful to think
about all of the folks who will be out of
work, their bills mounting, their fami-
lies losing their homes, and their fu-
ture looking bleak.

Amazingly, the EPA does not dispute
these outcomes. It does not dispute
what I am saying. They know exactly
what they are doing. Their ideology is
more important to them than the liv-
ing and breathing people of our coal
communities.

Just ask the EPA Region 1 Adminis-
trator Curtis Spaulding, who was vis-
iting with a group of students in Con-
necticut. What he went on to talk
about was the fact that basically gas
plants are the performance standards,
which means if you want to build a
coal plant, you have a big problem. He
said this was a huge decision, when he
was talking about these regulations
that have come out from Lisa Jackson,
the head of the EPA.

He went on to tell this group of stu-
dents that in West Virginia, Pennsyl-
vania, and all those places, you have
coal communities that depend on coal.
And to say we think those commu-
nities should go away? That is what he
said. He said we have to do what the
law and policy suggested. He said it
was painful—it was painful every step
of the way—but they did it anyway.

President Obama’s heavy-handed
EPA admits these communities in West
Virginia, Pennsylvania, and many
other States in the West, Midwest, and
Appalachia ‘‘will just go away.”

These are chilling words. The EPA is
supposed to be about protecting people,
protecting their communities, pro-
tecting their environment, and pro-
tecting their health. With the Utility
MACT rule, the EPA is doing the oppo-
site. They are making communities go
away. They are hurting communities—
communities of families, children, sen-
iors, gone as a result of these regula-
tions. How could one justify these ac-
tions?

Well, we are told there are enormous
health benefits. They claim enormous
health benefits to the public by the
issuance of this rule. First of all, how
do you protect something if the com-
munity is gone? So obviously these
folks in West Virginia and Pennsyl-
vania are not the beneficiaries of EPA
protection.

Second, the medical benefits of the
rule come from reductions in particu-
late matter in areas of the country
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that are currently well within healthy
thresholds set by the EPA. I will tell
you, the EPA is cooking the books.

No, this rule does very little to pro-
tect the public health. In fact, it cre-
ates a health crisis in this country be-
cause of the additional unemploy-
ment—the unemployment this rule is
going to cause in the West, the Mid-
west, and in Appalachia.

To highlight the point, on Monday of
this week a number of us in the Senate
who are physicians, who are doctors,
sent a letter to President Obama.

I ask unanimous consent to have a
copy of this letter printed in the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

UNITED STATES SENATE,
Washington, DC, June 18, 2012.
Hon. BARACK OBAMA,
President, United States of America,
The White House.

DEAR PRESIDENT OBAMA: We are writing to
express our concern that the barrage of regu-
lations coming out of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) designed to end
coal in American electricity generation will
have a devastating effect on the health of
American families. Just before you made the
decision to withdraw EPA’s plan to revise its
ozone standard—a plan which would have de-
stroyed hundreds of thousands of jobs—your
former White House Chief of Staff Bill Daley
asked the question ‘“What are the health im-
pacts of unemployment?’’ Today, we are re-
questing that you consider your former
aide’s question carefully: instead of putting
forth rules that create great economic pain
which will have a terrible effect on public
health, we hope that going forward, you will
work with Republicans to craft polices that
achieve both environmental protection and
economic growth.

As you know, proponents of your EPA’s ag-
gressive agenda claim that regulations that
kill jobs and cause electricity prices to sky-
rocket will somehow be good for the Amer-
ican people. We come to this issue as medical
doctors and would like to offer our ‘‘second
opinion”’: EPA’s regulatory regime will dev-
astate communities that rely on affordable
energy, children whose parents will lose
their jobs, and the poor and elderly on fixed
incomes that do not have the funds to pay
for higher energy costs. The result for public
health will be disastrous in ways not seen
since the Great Depression.

One of the centerpieces of your administra-
tion’s efforts to stop American coal develop-
ment is the Utility MACT rule—a rule that
has such severe standards it will cause as
much as 20 percent of the existing coal-fired
power plant fleet to retire. Combined with
numerous other actions by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA), Interior
Department, and Army Corps of Engineers
targeting surface coal mining operations,
these rules constitute an aggressive regu-
latory assault on American coal producers,
which will hit areas of the heartland—the
Midwest, Appalachia, and the Intermountain
West—the hardest. The end result will be
joblessness across regions of the country
whose livelihoods depend on coal develop-
ment. Joblessness will lead to severe health
impacts for communities in these regions.

With regard to the health benefits that
EPA claims for Utility MACT, EPA’s own
analysis shows us that over 99 percent of the
benefits from the rule come from reducing
fine particulate matter (PM,s), not air
toxics. But EPA also states that ‘“‘[over 90
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percent] of the PM,s-related benefits associ-
ated with [Utility MACT] occur below the
level of the [NAAQS].”

Not only are PM emissions distinct from
mercury and other toxics, but they are also
subject to other regulatory regimes. For ex-
ample, Section 108 of the Clean Air Act di-
rects the EPA to set PM emission levels that
are ‘‘requisite to protect the public health’.
Thus, EPA is either double-counting the PM
benefits already being delivered by existing
regulatory regimes, or setting standards be-
yond those required to protect public health.

EPA estimates that the cost of the rule
will be around $11 billion annually, but that
it will yield no more than $6 million in bene-
fits from reducing mercury and other air
toxics. So by the agency’s own calculations,
Utility MACT completely fails the cost/ben-
efit test.

When looking at this analysis, the only
conclusion is that Utility MACT, as well as
the many other EPA rules that cost billions
but yield few benefits are not about public
health. They are about ending coal develop-
ment and the good paying jobs it provides.

We are not the only members in the med-
ical field that are concerned about the ef-
fects of a jobless economy on the health and
well being of Americans. Dr. Harvey Brenner
of Johns Hopkins University testified on
June 15th, 2011 before the Senate Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee explain-
ing that unemployment is a risk factor for
elevated illness and mortality rates. In addi-
tion, the National Center for Health Statis-
tics has found that children in poor families
are four times as likely to be in bad health
as wealthier families.

Economists have also studied this issue. A
May 13th, 2012 Op-Ed in the New York Times
by economists Dean Baker and Kevin Hasset
entitled ‘“The Human Disaster of Unemploy-
ment”’ found that children of unemployed
parents make 9 percent less than children of
employed parents. The same article cites re-
search by economists Daniel Sullivan and
Till von Wachter who found that unemployed
men face a 25 percent increase in the risk of
dying from cancer.

These are just a few examples of the nu-
merous reports warning of a looming public
health crisis due to unemployment. A more
thorough evaluation of this problem can be
found in a recently released report entitled,
“Red Tape Making Americans Sick—A New
Report on the Health Impacts of High Unem-
ployment’”’ which we are including here for
your review.

The EPA should immediately stop pushing
expensive regulations that put Americans
out of work and into the doctor’s office. We
respectfully ask that your agencies ade-
quately examine the negative health impli-
cations of unemployment into the cost/ben-
efit analysis of the numerous regulations
that are stifling job growth, before making
health benefit claims to Congress and the
public.

We ask that instead of exacerbating unem-
ployment and harming public health that
you work with us in our efforts to implement
policies that achieve true health benefits
without destroying jobs, and indeed Amer-
ican coal development, in the process.

Sincerely,
JOHN BARRASSO.
RAND PAUL.
ToM COBURN.
JOHN BOOZMAN.

Mr. BARRASSO. In this letter, we
expressed our concerns about the im-
pending health crisis the unemploy-
ment caused by the EPA’s policies is
having on families, children, pregnant
mothers, and on the elderly. The letter
reads in part:
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We are writing to express our concern that
the barrage of regulations coming out of the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) de-
signed to end coal in American electricity
generation will have a devastating effect on
the health of American families. Just before
you made the decision to withdraw EPA’s
plan to revise its ozone standard—a plan
which would have destroyed hundreds of
thousands of jobs—your former White House
Chief of Staff Bill Daley asked the question
“What are the health impacts of unemploy-
ment?”’ Today, we are requesting that you
consider your former aide’s question care-
fully: instead of putting forth rules that cre-
ate great economic pain which will have a
terrible effect on public health, we hope that
going forward, you will work with Repub-
licans to craft policies that achieve both en-
vironmental protection and economic
growth.

And that is the key—‘‘and economic
growth”’—not economic destruction.

The letter goes on:

As you know, proponents of your EPA’s ag-
gressive agenda claim that regulations that
kill jobs and cause electricity prices to sky-
rocket will somehow be good for the Amer-
ican people. We come to this issue as medical
doctors and would like to offer our ‘‘second
opinion”’: EPA’s regulatory regime will dev-
astate communities that rely on affordable
energy, children whose parents will lose
their jobs, and the poor and elderly on fixed
incomes that do not have the funds to pay
for higher energy costs. The result for public
health will be disastrous in ways not seen
since the Great Depression.

Later on in the letter we talk about
the latest research on the health im-
pacts of unemployment. A doctor from
Johns Hopkins who testified last year
before the Senate Environment and
Public Health Committee explained
that unemployment is a risk factor—a
risk factor—for elevated illness and
mortality rates. In addition, the Na-
tional Center for Health Statistics has
found that children in poor families are
four times as likely to be in bad health
as other families.

Economists have also studied this
issue. On May 13, 2012, in the New York
Times, is “The Human Disaster Of Un-
employment.”” That is what this EPA
regulation is going to do today, cause
additional human disaster for people
out of work.

We included for the President a copy
of a report I have written called ‘‘Red
Tape Making Americans Sick—A New
Report on the Health Impacts of High
Unemployment.” Studies show EPA
rules cost Americans their jobs and
their health. This report contains the
latest research from medical profes-
sionals from Johns Hopkins, from Yale,
and others that show that unemploy-
ment causes serious health impacts.

Unemployment has been rampant in
this country under this administration,
and it has been due in many ways to
the mountains of job-crushing redtape
from the EPA and other agencies. The
EPA’s Utility MACT rule will only
make things worse for hard-hit areas in
the West, Midwest, and Appalachia.

According to the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, since 2008 Montana has lost
3,200 manufacturing jobs, Missouri
41,000, Ohio 100,000, Michigan 67,000 jobs
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lost, Pennsylvania 80,000, and West Vir-
ginia 7,000. Each one of these people
who lost their job will be subjected to
greater risks of cancer, heart attack,
stroke, depression. There is a higher
incidence, as we know, of spousal
abuse, substance abuse in these fami-
lies. As demonstrated by the latest re-
search, their children will suffer, too,
as medical costs pile up, as electricity
bills to heat and cool their homes sky-
rocket, and the cost of everyday living
continues to go up. The Utility MACT
will only expose thousands more to
these risks.

The EPA should immediately stop
pushing expensive regulations that put
Americans out of work and into their
doctor’s office. Instead of exacerbating
unemployment and harming public
health, this administration and this
EPA need to work with Republicans—
work together in our efforts to imple-
ment policies that achieve true health
benefits without destroying jobs and,
indeed, American affordable energy in
the process.

We need to keep American energy
and make American energy as clean as
we can, as fast as we can, while still
keeping good-paying jobs and keeping
energy prices affordable. This is a rec-
ipe for a healthier, economically
stronger country.

I urge a ‘‘yes’” vote for the Inhofe
Utility MACT amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
yield myself 1 minute, and I ask unani-
mous consent to have printed in the
RECORD the following—an editorial
written by the very type of companies
my friend Senator BARRASSO men-
tioned who have said they are just fine
with the EPA’s new air quality regula-
tions. Do you know why? Half of the
coal-fired utilities have already made
these adjustments. They are clean. And
if it is up to Senator BARRASSO, the
other dirty plants will keep on spewing
forth the most toxic and dangerous pol-
lutants.

The other is a new poll taken in
March of this year which shows that 78
percent of likely voters have asked us
to get out of the way and let the EPA
do its job in controlling industrial and
power-sector mercury and toxic air pol-
lution.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

(From the Wall Street Journal, Dec. 8, 2010]
WE’RE OK WITH THE EPA’S NEW AIR-QUALITY
REGULATIONS

Your editorial ‘“The EPA Permitorium”
(Nov. 22) mischaracterized the EPA’s air-
quality regulations. These are required
under the Clean Air Act, which a bipartisan
Congress and a Republican president amend-
ed in 1990, and many are in response to court
orders requiring the EPA to fix regulations
that courts ruled invalid.

The electric sector has known that these
rules were coming. Many companies, includ-
ing ours, have already invested in modern
air-pollution control technologies and clean-
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er and more efficient power plants. For over
a decade, companies have recognized that
the industry would need to install controls
to comply with the act’s air toxicity require-
ments, and the technology exists to cost effi-
ciently control such emissions, including
mercury and acid gases. The EPA is now
under a court deadline to finalize that rule
before the end of 2011 because of the previous
delays.

To suggest that plants are retiring because
of the EPA’s regulations fails to recognize
that lower power prices and depressed de-
mand are the primary retirement drivers.
The units retiring are generally small, old nd
inefficient. These retirements are long over-
due.

Contrary to the claims that the EPA’s
agenda will have negative economic con-
sequences, our companies’ experience com-
plying with air quality regulations dem-
onstrates that regulations can yield impor-
tant economic benefits, including job cre-
ation, while maintaining reliability.

The time to make greater use of existing
modern units and to further modernize our
nation’s generating fleet is now. Our compa-
nies are committed to ensuring the EPA de-
velops and implements the regulations con-
sistent with the act’s requirements.

Peter Darbee, chairman, president and
CEO, PG&E Corp.; Jack Fusco, presi-
dent and CEO, Calpine Corp.; Lewis
Hay, chairman and CEO, NextEra En-
ergy, Inc.; Ralph Izzo, chairman, presi-
dent and CEO, Public Service Enter-
prise Group Inc.; Thomas King, presi-
dent, National Grid USA; John Rowe,
chairman and CEO, Exelon Corp.; Mayo
Shattuck, chairman, president and
CEO, Constellation Energy Group;
Larry Weis, general manager, Austin
Energy.

(From the American Lung Association, Mar.
21, 2012]

NEW POLL SHOWS THE PUBLIC WANTS EPA To
Do MORE TO REDUCE AIR POLLUTION
VOTERS SUPPORT SETTING STRONGER CARBON

POLLUTION STANDARDS TO PROTECT PUBLIC

HEALTH

WASHINGTON, DC.—As big polluters and
their allies in Congress continue attacks on
the Clean Air Act, the American Lung Asso-
ciation released a new bipartisan survey ex-
amining public views of the Clean Air Act
and the TU.S. Environmental Protection
Agency’s (EPA) efforts to update and enforce
lifesaving clean air standards, including car-
bon and mercury emissions from power
plants.

The bipartisan survey, conducted by Demo-
cratic Research polling firm Greenberg Quin-
lan Rosner Research and Republican firm
Perception Insight, finds that nearly three-
quarters of likely voters (73 percent) nation-
wide support the view that it is possible to
protect public health through stronger air
quality standards while achieving a healthy
economy, over the notion that we must
choose between public health or a strong
economy. This overwhelming support in-
cludes 78 percent of independents, 60 percent
of Republicans and 62 percent of conserv-
atives, as well as significant support in
Maine, Pennsylvania and Ohio.

The Obama Administration will soon re-
lease updated clean air standards for carbon
pollution emitted by power plants, and a
substantial majority of voters support the
EPA implementing these standards, even
after hearing opposing arguments that
stricter standards will damage the economic
recovery. Initially, 72 percent of voters na-
tionwide support the new protections on car-
bon emissions from power plants, including
overwhelming majorities of both Democrats
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and Independents and a majority of Repub-
licans.

After listening to a balanced debate with
message both for and against setting new
carbon standards, support still remained ro-
bust with a near 2-to-1 margin (63 percent in
favor and 33 percent opposed). Support re-
mained especially robust in Maine and Penn-
sylvania (64 percent in each state). The ma-
jority of Ohio voters (562 percent) also favored
new carbon standards, which is notable since
the poll was conducted during a period of
heavy media attention concerning statewide
electricity rate increases and potential
power plant shutdowns.

“This bipartisan poll affirms that clean air
protections have broad support across the
political spectrum,” said Peter Iwanowicz,
Assistant Vice President, National Policy
and Advocacy with the American Liung Asso-
ciation. ‘“‘Big polluters and their allies in
Congress cannot ignore the facts; more air
pollution means more childhood asthma at-
tacks, more illness and more people dying
prematurely. It’s time polluters and their
Congressional allies drop their attempts to
weaken, block or delay clean air protections
and listen to the public who overwhelmingly
wants the EPA to do more to protect the air
we breathe.”

Voters also voiced strong support for
stricter standards to control industrial and
power sector mercury and toxic air pollu-
tion. When asked about setting stricter lim-
its on the amount of mercury that power
plants and other facilities emit, 78 percent of
likely voters were in favor of the EPA updat-
ing these standards.

Strong support was also seen for stricter
standards on industrial boilers. Initially, 69
percent of voters supported the EPA imple-
menting stricter standards on boiler emis-
sions. After hearing messaging from both
sides of the issue, voters continued to sup-
port these standards by nearly a 20-point
margin (56 percent favor, 37 percent oppose).

Key poll findings include: nearly three
quarters (73 percent) of voters, say that we
do not have to choose between air quality
and a strong economy—we can achieve both;
a 2-to-1 majority (60 to 31 percent) believe
that strengthening safeguards against pollu-
tion will create, rather than destroy, jobs by
encouraging innovation; about two-thirds of
voters (66 percent) favor EPA updating air
pollution standards by setting stricter lim-
its; 72 percent of voters support new stand-
ards for carbon pollution from power plants
and support is strong (63 percent) after hear-
ing arguments from both sides of the issue;
60 percent of voters support stricter stand-
ards for gasoline and limits on the amount of
tailpipe emissions from cars and SUVs (par-
ticular strong given all the recent attention
to high gasoline prices).

Despite more than a year’s worth of con-
tinued attacks on clean air protections from
big corporate polluters and their allies in
Congress, voters across the political spec-
trum view the Clean Air Act very positively;
with a 2-to-1 favorable to unfavorable ratio.
At the same time, feelings toward Congress
continue to drop, especially among Demo-
crats and independents. Just 18 percent of
voters nationally give Congress a favorable
rating, while 56 percent rate Congress unfa-
vorable. The unfavorable rating of Congress
is up 9 percent since the American Lung As-
sociation’s last survey released in June 2011.

“The survey clearly indicates that voters
reject the notion that we have to choose be-
tween strong safeguards against air pollu-
tion and economic growth,” said Andrew
Bauman, Vice President at Greenberg Quin-
lan Rosner Research. “‘In fact, voters over-
whelmingly believe that stronger safeguards
against air pollution will create jobs in
America.”
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“The poll does show there is broad support
across partisan lines for new carbon regula-
tions on power Dplants,” said Marc
DelSignore, President of Perception Insight.
‘““However, there is a significant difference in
the views regarding the impact regulations
may have on the economy, with Republicans
expressing higher concern for possible job
loss and rising energy prices than Democrats
or independents.”’

This resolution of disapproval goes
against 78 percent of the American peo-
ple. They are no fools. I heard a second
opinion? I have got a third opinion, and
my third opinion is that if you look at
this poll, you understand that the
American people get it. They know the
technology exists, and they know these
improvements can be made. They know
there are jobs created when best-avail-
able control technology is put in, and
they are opposed to this kind of resolu-
tion that would roll back the clock and
continue our people breathing in tox-
ins.

Mr. INHOFE. Will the Senator yield?

Mrs. BOXER. I won’t yield because
Senator CARDIN is waiting. I yield to
Senator CARDIN 6 minutes, and then I
will yield to the Senator on his time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Maryland.

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, first
I want to thank Senator BOXER for her
extraordinary leadership on these
issues.

I invite my friend from Wyoming to
come to Glen Burnie, MD, and see the
12,000 megawatt Brandon Shores power-
plant which it is not only operating,
but it is in full compliance with Mary-
land’s healthy air law that is very
similar to the proposed regulations we
are debating today. That powerplant
didn’t close. It made the investments
so that we have a clean energy source
and in the process created 2,000 jobs in
modernizing that powerplant.

That is why we have many companies
that support the regulation, because
they know it is going to mean more
jobs—including Ceres and American
Boiler Manufacturers Association, as
well as companies such as WL Gore.

I want to thank Senator ROCKE-
FELLER for his extraordinary state-
ment. I was on the floor listening to
him speaking on behalf of the people of
West Virginia. They are interested in a
clean economy, good health, and jobs.

I want to thank Senator ALEXANDER
for speaking up for the people of Ten-
nessee, because he understands the im-
portance of sensible air quality stand-
ards.

I want to speak on behalf of the peo-
ple of Maryland, on behalf of the fami-
lies T have the honor of representing in
the Senate.

This is the week that summer camps
start. Some parents are going to have
to make a decision, when we have a
day that is rated as a code orange or a
code red because of air quality issues
concerning ground-level ozone, as to
whether they are going to send their
child to camp that day if that child has
a respiratory issue, an asthma issue, as
to whether that child should be out-
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doors during that day when we have
these air quality warnings. If the par-
ent decides to keep the child at home,
they have lost that day of camp and
the cost of that day of camp. They
have lost a day of work, because some-
body is going to have to stay at home
with the child. If they send the child to
camp and they have an episode, they
may be one of the over 12,000 children
who will end up in emergency rooms as
a result of dirty air that could be
cleaned up by the passage and enact-
ment of these regulations.

The chairman of the Environment
and Public Works committee can tell
us chapter and verse about the number
of premature deaths and those with
chronic bronchitis. These toxins that
are going into our air cause cancers
and neurological developmental and re-
productive problems. It is particularly
dangerous for children. And the source?
Powerplants that have not put in the
investment for clean air.

This is doable. It has been done in
Maryland and in many powerplants
around the Nation. In fact, my State—
concerned about our children, con-
cerned about our health—passed the
Maryland Healthy Air Act, and the
mercury standards in that legislation
are very similar to what these regula-
tions would require. Maryland has re-
duced its mercury and its SOx and NOx
emissions from the 22-percent level, 90
percent mercury, 80 percent sulfur di-
oxide, and 70 percent NOx. And it
helped our economy, as I have already
pointed out, in the Brandon Shores
work that was done.

But here is the challenge we have in
Maryland. Maryland’s experience
shows that an aggressive timeline is
not only achievable but it is also desir-
able. Powerplants are capable of meet-
ing aggressive timelines, and the bene-
fits are unparalleled. Air pollution con-
trol protects public health and saves
billions of dollars associated with med-
ical costs. The Environmental Protec-
tion Agency is required to do a study of
cost benefit: How much cost for how
much benefit? For every $1 of compli-
ance cost, we save $3 to $9 for our econ-
omy. That is a great investment. We
like those types of investments.

The Maryland experience also shows
that we need a national standard to ef-
fectively address air pollution. Mary-
land has done what is right, but our
children are still at risk. Why? Because
air pollution knows no State boundary.
We are downwind. We have done what
is right, but our children are still at
risk. That is why we need these stand-
ards. We showed that you can do it in
a cost-effective way, creating jobs for
our community. You can have a clean
environment, you can have a growing
economy. In fact, you can’t do it with-
out it. And that is what these regula-
tions are about.

As Senator ALEXANDER said, we have
been waiting 20 years for these regula-
tions. In 1990, Congress passed the
Clean Air Act. In 2008, our courts said
we can’t delay it any longer.
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It is our responsibility to protect the
public health. It is our responsibility
to do what is right. I urge my col-
leagues to reject this resolution that
would deny us the opportunity of pro-
tecting our public health.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I
heard the Senator from California talk
about 78 percent of the people in this
country want to reduce mercury. I am
part of that 78 percent. The problem is
this bill does not address that. By their
own numbers, the EPA said the cost is
around $10 billion. Of that, less than $6
million would be addressing mercury.
The rest of that is in particulate mat-
ter, something already recognized
under the Clean Air Act.

I yield to the junior Senator from
West Virginia for 6 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia.

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I
rise today to speak in favor of the con-
gressional resolution of disapproval
that Senator INHOFE has filed under the
Congressional Review Act to stop the
EPA from implementing one of the
most expensive rules in recent mem-
ory. I thank my colleague, Senator
INHOFE, for introducing this important
resolution to send a message to the
EPA.

I would like to say a few words about
the little State of West Virginia that
does the heavy lifting that helps this
entire Nation. We mine the coal, we
make the steel, we have done just
about everything we possibly can. We
probably have more people serving in
the military, percentage-wise, than
any other State. We have given our all
for this great country, and we will con-
tinue to do the heavy lifting. But what
we have to do is make sure the EPA,
make sure this government is working
with us, not against us. The Govern-
ment’s role is to be a partner, not an
adversary but an ally. We are asking
the government to work with busi-
nesses, not against them. Their actions
will put thousands of hard-working
Americans out of a job in the worst
economy in generations.

Do not raise electricity rates on the
consumers who can barely afford their
monthly bills today as it is. It is most-
ly our seniors and people struggling
with their families trying to make a
living. The economic reality is that the
environment and economy have to
work hand in hand. It has to be in bal-
ance.

From the day I arrived at the Senate,
I have been determined to stop the
EPA’s job-killing agenda, and this res-
olution of disapproval takes an impor-
tant step to rein in this out-of-control
agency. In the State of West Virginia,
like most States, we do our rules and
regulations through a legislative proc-
ess. People have to vote. We do not
give bureaucratic agencies the right to
set policy. The people have given us
that responsibility and right as elected
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leaders to set the policy. That is what
we are asking. We have this agency
stepping way beyond its boundaries,
further than our Founding Fathers
ever intended, that is putting an abso-
lute burden on the backs of every
American.

Along with a handful of other rules
on the verge of being implemented or
already in place, the Utility MACT rule
would cost the economy over $275 bil-
lion over the next 25 years, according
to the Electric Power Research Insti-
tute. The Utility MACT could cost 1.3
million jobs over the next two decades,
according to the National Economic
Research Association.

On the issue of Utility MACT, I have
heard from thousands of West Vir-
ginians in the past several weeks. In
fact, just yesterday I had 45 of my con-
stituents from Boone County, WV, get
on a bus, 756 miles, drive all day to get
here to be able to speak to some of us,
and drive last night to go back home.
That is how committed and dedicated
most of them are. They had either
worked in the mines or were working
in some aspect of mining.

People think mining is just coal min-
ing and coal mining only. It is not. The
energy business is basically—if people
work in a battery factory or a machine
shop, if they work in any type of ancil-
lary jobs, the ripple effect to their
economy is unbelievable. If they work
in a powerplant—these people were
scared to death because all they hear
every day is they are going to lose
their jobs because the government is
going to shut them down and work
against them.

About three-fourths of the miners in
that room had already been laid off.
They are fighting for their jobs. They
brought their families and children
with them. They wanted to make sure
we could put the faces of real people on
what is happening.

Our coal miners are the salt of the
Earth. They work so hard to provide
energy for our country and provide for
their families. They do not want a
handout. All they want is a work per-
mit. That is all they have asked for.
Now is not the time to pull the rug out
from under them and make them worry
about how they will pay their bills and
feed their family.

I believe this country needs to strike
a balance, and I have said that before.
Our lives are about balance. Every day
people get up in the morning they look
for a balance in their lives. They look
for a balance in how they can run their
business, how they can make a living.
That is what we need to find in this
body today. The EPA has truly gone
too far.

We have heard so many different tes-
timonies about that. That is why I will
be casting my vote in favor of this res-
olution by Senator INHOFE to dis-
approve of the new rules, and I urge all
my colleagues to do the same. I truly
believe energy is an issue where we can
bring thoughtful members of both par-
ties together to work out solutions.
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Let me point out an important exam-
ple. In the time I served, I learned that
many of my colleagues know of West
Virginia only as a coal State. They
have no idea what we do and how we do
it. This past weekend I wanted to make
sure they understood that not only do
we do coal, we do wind, we do hydro, we
do natural gas with the Marcellus
shale—a tremendous find—we do bio-
mass, we do everything we can, and we
think every State should be held ac-
countable and responsible to try to be
energy independent and do it in the
most environmentally friendly way.

This weekend I invited leaders of the
Energy Committee, Senators WYDEN
and MURKOWSKI, a Democrat and a Re-
publican, to spend a weekend with me
to tour our State to see how West Vir-
ginia’s all-in policy for energy works.
One of them will likely be the next
chair of Energy and Natural Resources,
but I assure you both of them will work
as a team trying to find policy that
works for this country. You will hear
both of them say one size doesn’t fit
all. We need everything. We need a
comprehensive energy plan for this
country—which brings me to our re-
cent visit to West Virginia.

They saw how we are using an ‘‘all-
of-the-above” approach. In the eastern
part of our State we stopped at Mount
Storm. They saw a 2656-megawatt wind
farm. They saw a 1,600-megawatt coal-
fired plant with the most modern tech-
nology that cleans the air up to 95 per-
cent. They saw it all. When the wind is
not blowing, basically they saw there
was no power generated—especially in
the hot summer or the cold winter.

Basically what we are saying is we
are doing everything we possibly can.
We will continue. In short, we saw a
little bit of everything that can be
done if we work together. I think it
should be a bipartisan effort to find a
solution. We cannot keep fighting each
other, and agencies cannot keep con-
trolling what we are not legislating. If
it has not been legislated, it should not
be put into law until we are able to
evaluate it.

I appreciate what is being done
today, the bipartisan effort we are
talking about. We have our differences,
but we can come together.

I yield the floor.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, I
think when the Senator talks about
balance, he ought to recognize that
one-half of the coal-fired utilities have
already made these adjustments, they
have reported to us, with very little
impact to electricity rates.

I yield 5 minutes to Senator SAND-
ERS.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. SANDERS. Madam President, let
me begin by saying I suspect that I
have the strongest lifetime proworker
voting record in the Senate. I want to
create jobs, not cut jobs. What Senator
BOXER and Senator CARDIN and others
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are talking about is creating meaning-
ful, good-paying jobs as we retrofit
coal-burning plants so they do not poi-
son the children of Vermont and other
States around the country.

So to Senator INHOFE and others, I
say respectfully: Stop poisoning our
children. Let them grow up in a
healthy way.

The Clean Air Act is set to cut mer-
cury pollution by 90 percent using
technology that is available right now.
That would be good news since the Cen-
ters for Disease Control and Prevention
say mercury can cause children to have
“pbrain damage, mental retardation,
blindness, seizures, and the inability to
speak.”

We get exposed to mercury simply by
eating fish contaminated with it, and
we have seen fish advisories in 48 out of
the 50 States in this country. Wouldn’t
it be nice if the men and women and
the kids who go fishing could actually
eat the fish they catch rather than
worry about being made sick by those
fish?

Powerplants are responsible for one-
third of the mercury deposits in the
United States, but Senator INHOFE’s
resolution would let them keep right
on polluting. His resolution would also
eliminate protections against cancer-
causing pollutants such as arsenic, as
well as toxic soot that causes asthma
attacks. Leading medical organiza-
tions, including the American Acad-
emy of Pediatrics, the American Lung
Association, the American Heart Asso-
ciation, and the American Nurses Asso-
ciation have said ‘‘Senator INHOFE’S
resolution would leave millions of
Americans permanently at risk from
toxic air pollution from powerplants
that directly threaten pulmonary, car-
diovascular and neurological health
and development.”

That is not BERNIE SANDERS saying
that; it is the American Academy of
Pediatrics, the American Lung Asso-
ciation, the American Heart Associa-
tion, and the American Nurses Associa-
tion.

We are talking about preventing
thousands and thousands of premature
deaths. We are talking about pre-
venting heart attacks. We are talking
about what is a very serious problem in
my State, and that is asthma. Maybe
Senator INHOFE would like to join me
in the State of Vermont—I go to a lot
of schools and I very often ask the kids
and ask the school nurses how many
kids are suffering with asthma, and
many hands go up. Thank you very
much. We do not want to see more
asthma in Vermont or in other States
that are downwind.

We hear a lot from some of our Re-
publican friends about jobs. The truth
is if we are aggressive in cleaning up
these coal-powered plants, we can cre-
ate, and we have already seen created,
many good, decent-paying jobs. In fact,
if we invest—if the utility industries
will invest in pollution controls, we
can create almost 300,000 jobs a year
for the next b years—meaningful, good-
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paying jobs making sure that our air is
cleaner and that our people do not get
sick.

Let’s talk about job creation and
cleaning up our environment. This is
not just theory. I am the chairman of
the Clean Jobs Subcommittee. We
heard from Constellation Energy,
which installed pollution controls at
their 1280-megawatt coal plant in
Maryland that cut mercury emissions
by 90 percent. This $885 million invest-
ment created at its peak 1,385 jobs on-
site at the plant for boilermakers,
steamfitters, pipefitters, operating en-
gineers, ironworkers, electricians, car-
penters, teamsters, laborers—just the
kind of jobs we want to create. The
American people know we have to re-
build our infrastructure. We can create
jobs doing that. This is one of the areas
where we can create decent-paying jobs
and help keep our kids from getting
sick.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The time of the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. SANDERS. I urge very strongly a

“no” vote against the Inhofe resolu-
tion.
Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I

yield 5 minutes to Senator RISCH.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Idaho.

Mr. RISCH. Madam President, I come
to the floor this morning to urge an af-
firmative vote for Senator INHOFE’s
resolution. With all due respect to my
friend from Vermont, this is not a job-
creating bill. Virtually everyone who
has looked at that has said this will
kill jobs; this will move jobs overseas.
Everyone who has looked at this has
said it will increase the cost of energy
for the American taxpayer.

It does two things: It kills jobs and it
increases the cost of energy. Why
would anyone vote for this? This is ab-
solute foolishness. Today, Americans
are concerned about jobs—they are
really concerned about jobs. Every-
where I go, people ask me about jobs.
They ask me about the economy.

Today, we, as Senators, have the op-
portunity to do something about that.
The failure of this resolution and the
implementation of the rule the EPA
has put in front of us is going to kill
jobs and is going to increase the cost of
energy in America. It is going to do
precisely what so many Senators come
to the floor and whine about; that is,
run jobs overseas.

If you are a job creator, if you are
someone thinking of investing, if you
are someone who wants to move the
American economy forward, you look
at every single aspect of it. When you
see something like this—and it is not
just this, it is this and a parade of
never-ending rules and regulations that
kill jobs and increase the costs for the
job creators—these are things that
clearly urge job creators to create jobs
in a place other than America. That is
just flat wrong.

That is not what I am here today to
talk about primarily. What I am here
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today to talk about is the way we are
going about it. The Founding Fathers
did a good job when they set up our
government. Indeed, out of the thou-
sands of governments that have been
created over the years, most of which
have failed, only one has had the suc-
cess our Founding Fathers had. They
created a government out of fear of
government. They didn’t create a gov-
ernment that said: How can we do this?
How can we do that? They were inter-
ested in keeping government away
from them, keeping government away
from their jobs, from their businesses,
and from their investments. That is
what they wanted to do, and it worked
for about 200 years. For about 200 years
the Federal Government left the Amer-
ican people and the job creators alone.

Today, over the last 3% decades or
so, the Federal Government has stuck
its nose into every single aspect of our
lives, and here we go again. What we
have here is the Federal Government
using its power and its regulatory proc-
ess to get its nose into places where it
should not be. This is the job of Con-
gress. It is not the job of the bureauc-
racy to pass these kinds of laws. This
isn’t a rule or a regulation as the
Founding Fathers anticipated these
sorts of things. The Founding Fathers
set this up with three branches of gov-
ernment to fight with each other so
they would leave the American people
alone. They said the job of creating
laws, the job of creating regulations,
the job of creating rules was the job of
the Congress.

Somewhere along the line, we have
lost our way. Last year the Congress
passed about 2,000 pages of legislation,
and that included the spending bills.
Last year the bureaucracy passed
about 70,000 pages of rules and regula-
tions that have the same force and ef-
fect as law.

The Congress has lost the ability to
pass the laws that govern conduct in
the United States. People will argue,
yes, but Congress won’t do it; Congress
won’t act. That is precisely the point.
We were elected by the American peo-
ple to act or not act as is appropriate.
When we don’t act, when we don’t do
something, it is just as important as
when we do something. Indeed, I would
argue many times more important.
Well, what it has come to today is 2,000
pages versus 70,000 pages.

In Idaho we had the same problem for
a lot of years. In Idaho it was the same
way. The bureaucracy could pass a rule
or regulation that had the force and ef-
fect of law.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. RISCH. We have changed that
and gotten it to where the legislature
has full control. This has to change.
Congress has to take back its ability to
handle the law as it is imposed and the
burden that is imposed on the Amer-
ican people.

I yield the floor.

Mrs. BOXER. I yield 4 minutes to the
Senator from Delaware, Senator CAR-
PER.

June 20, 2012

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Delaware.

Mr. CARPER. While our friend from
Idaho is trying to leave the Senate
floor, I want to say that the Congress
did act. Harry Truman said the only
thing that is new in the world is the
history we never learned or forgot. The
Congress did act with a Republican
President, a guy named George Herbert
Walker Bush. It was passed overwhelm-
ingly in the House and in the Senate
and supported, as I recall, by those of
us here on the Senate floor today.

I will go over a little history here. In
1990, the Clean Air Act said: Look,
there are problems with toxic air emis-
sions. We are not sure where they are
coming from, but let’s spend a little bit
of time and have the EPA figure it out.
They spent 10 years trying to figure it
out. In the last year of the Clinton ad-
ministration, the conclusion was
reached that a lot of the toxic air emis-
sions such as mercury, arsenic, heavy
metals, acid gases, come from utilities.
A lot comes from utilities.

In 2001, the brandnew Bush adminis-
tration said: Well, let’s go to work and
figure out what to do about it. Five
years later in 2005, the Bush adminis-
tration said: Here is a rule to deal not
with the 70 toxic emissions but with
one, mercury. Just one. Immediately
lawsuits were filed, and in 2008 the Fed-
eral courts said: What about the other
70 toxins? They didn’t do anything
about the other 70 toxins. What they
did with mercury was a cap-and-trade
system which doesn’t work for mer-
cury. The courts remanded it to the
EPA and said: Let’s try that again.

Senator ALEXANDER has been heroic
on these issues. And while I have
worked literally for years to try to
make sure the Congress provided some
leadership—we do see toxic air emis-
sions from sulfur dioxide and nitrous
oxide as well—there is not an appetite
with the utilities to actually support
legislation.

We finally gave it a great try in 2010.
My friend Senator INHOFE was part of
the effort to get legislation enacted.
Finally, I think the utilities said we
would rather take our chances on an
election and see what the election
yields and see if we have to deal with
the EPA. Well, we had an election and
now the courts are saying: EPA, you
have to rule. You have to provide lead-
ership, and the EPA has done that. It is
not as if they are jamming it down
anybody’s throat.

Senator ALEXANDER and I offered leg-
islation that said by 2015 there has to
be a 90-percent reduction in mercury.
What the EPA has said is by 2015, there
has to be a 90-percent reduction plus
they need to address a bunch of other
toxic emissions. The EPA said the
States can give an automatic 1-year ex-
tension. If utilities have problems with
getting this done by 2016, they can
apply for another 2-year extension.
This started in 1990. It is 2012. When we
play out the string, it could be as late
as 2018 to comply.
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In the meantime, States including
Delaware, Maryland, Pennsylvania,
New Jersey, and a bunch of us on the
east coast, are downwind of all the
States that put up the pollution in the
air. We have to breathe it.

Look, the technology exists to fix
this problem. Fifty percent of the utili-
ties have already applied the tech-
nology. It works. It is broadly de-
ployed. Most utilities have the money
to pay for this. If they don’t, they have
the ability to raise capital.

There are tens of thousands of work-
ers who wish to do this work. The idea
that we have to choose between a
stronger economy and a cleaner envi-
ronment is a false choice. It has always
been a false choice, and it is a false
choice here today.

I am a native of West Virginia. After
my dad finished high school, he was a
coal miner for a short time, so I have
relatives back in West Virginia. I care
a lot about the State and the people
who live there. I want to make sure we
do whatever is fair to them. I want to
thank JAY ROCKEFELLER for stepping
up for West Virginia and being a hero
here today.

I yield the floor.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I
wish to yield 5 minutes to the Senator
from Missouri, Mr. BLUNT.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Missouri.

Mr. BLUNT. Madam President, I
thank the Senator for this time. I rise
in support of this resolution. We have
only been able to use the Congressional
Review Act successfully one time, and
I think that means at some point we
need to look at the Congressional Re-
view Act because these regulations
often don’t meet the commonsense
standard, and this is one of them. How-
ever, it appears to meet the standards
that the President would want his reg-
ulators to meet.

In fact, in January of 2008, the Presi-
dent—while running for President—
said that coal-fired plants would go
bankrupt. He said later in the cam-
paign that electricity rates would nec-
essarily skyrocket under his plan to
tax greenhouse gas emissions through
what was then the cap-and-trade sys-
tem. The House passed that system in
2009.

Missouri utilities all went together,
including the rural electric coopera-
tives, the for-profit utilities, and the
municipal utilities and paid for a study
in our State, which is in the top six
States of dependence on coal. That
study indicated that the average util-
ity bill would go up 82 percent in the
first 10 years and double shortly after
that. You don’t have to be a genius to
get your utility bill out and multiply it
by two. If it is your utility bill at
home, it may be a utility bill you can-
not pay. If it is your utility bill at
work, it may mean that your job is no
longer there because the utility bill
went up. That House-passed bill would
have had that result in our State.
There are five States that are more de-
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pendent on coal than we are for utili-
ties.

The Senate then rejected the cap-
and-trade bill, and thank goodness it
did. But when it did, the President said
there are other ways of ‘“‘skinning the
cat.” He said there are other ways be-
sides just an ‘‘all-of-the-above’ energy
policy. His administration has by-
passed the Congress, bypassed the will
of the American people, and they are
clearly trying to do by regulation what
I believe the Congress would now never
do. Once the American people figured
out that cap-and-trade and policies
such as this would have this dev-
astating impact on their utility bill—
about 50 percent of all of the utilities
from the middle of Pennsylvania to the
western edge of Wyoming are coal-gen-
erated utilities. Once people figured
that out and the impact it had on their
ability to have a job and their ability
to do what they need to do at their
house, they didn’t want to do it.

With this rule the EPA has finalized
a regulation that would require power
companies to reduce emissions in a pe-
riod that is unrealistically short. A 3-
year timeframe means that many
power-generated facilities don’t reduce
emissions, they close the plant. What
this stands for is an assault on coal and
coal-based utilities. The Administrator
of the EPA, Lisa Jackson, said recently
that the current challenges for the coal
industry are ‘‘entirely economic.” That
is what she said, ‘‘entirely economic.”
I don’t know how anyone who is paying
attention to the EPA, to regulations,
or to the price of coal, could say that
the problems are entirely economic.
They are not economic at all. We have
more recoverable coal than anybody in
the world. We now think we have more
recoverable natural gas than anybody
in the world.

By 2016, under the current EPA rules
that are out there, plus this one, our
utilities in our State would go up as
much as 23 percent for the average Mis-
sourian, and more than that for some
people in parts of our State. That is a
23-percent increase on your utility bill
by 2016.

The estimates are that by 2020, we
will lose 76,000 jobs because of that in-
crease in utility rates. Where are those
jobs going to go? They are not going to
go to California or Massachusetts or
somebody who has bills higher than
ours today. They are going to go to
places that care a lot less about what
comes out of the smokestack than we
do.

Last year in States where coal gen-
erated at least 60 percent of the elec-
tricity, consumers paid 30 percent less
in energy prices than States that used
less coal for their electricity. And in
our State, as I said, 82 percent of our
electricity comes from coal.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator’s time has expired.

Mr. BLUNT. I urge my colleagues to
vote for the issue before us that says
we don’t want to have this rule. We
want to do the right thing, not the
wrong thing.
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I thank the Senator for this time.

I yield the floor.

Mr. LEAHY. Madam President, the
Senate will vote today on whether to
proceed to a congressional resolution
of disapproval that I strongly oppose.
This resolution would repeal the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency’s mer-
cury and air toxics standards rule and
undo the great strides the Agency has
taken to safeguard the public’s health
and welfare and our quality of life in
this great land.

The EPA’s mercury and air toxics
standards represent a true break-
through in environmental policy. This
rule offers clear benefits to every
American, and it is especially impor-
tant to Vermonters, who
disproportionally suffer from the dev-
astating effects of mercury and other
toxic air pollutants. Although my
home State has no major sources of
mercury, Vermonters have been be-
sieged by this insidious poison, which
drifts across our borders from other
States.

The EPA estimates that each year,
toxic air pollutants cause up to 11,000
premature deaths, 4,700 heart attacks,
and 130,000 cases of childhood asthma,
among other illnesses. Mercury, a truly
unwelcome addition to our daily lives,
has had catastrophic effects on the
health and well-being of all Americans,
as well as a ruinous impact on our Na-
tion’s pristine natural environment.
There is no known safe level of expo-
sure to mercury it is harmful to hu-
mans in even the smallest amounts.
Tragically, mercury’s most devastating
effect is on those victims least able to
protect themselves: unborn and new-
born children. Mercury has been shown
to cause developmental disabilities and
brain damage, resulting in lowered 1IQ’s
and learning problems, such as atten-
tion deficit disorder. Sadly, these af-
fects are permanent and irreversible.
They lead to a lifetime of trips to the
emergency room, costly medical inter-
ventions, personal and family heart-
break, and lost potential.

The American people want their air
and water to be cleaner and healthier
and most certainly free of toxic pollut-
ants. Vermonters and Americans want
this for all of us. Safe water and safe
air to breathe should be a valued leg-
acy of our lives in this blessed Nation.
We also know that protecting the
weakest and most vulnerable members
of our society is among Congress’s
most solemn duties. This resolution of
disapproval undermines that goal. Why
should one more child struggle to
breathe and gasp for air when such suf-
fering is preventable? Why should one
more parent die a premature death?
Congress should not meddle in this vi-
tally important issue literally, for
many, an issue of life or death or
chronic illness. If the EPA’s mercury
and air toxics standards are repealed,
the simple reality is that it will be
somebody’s loved one who pays the
price, and the price they pay may be ir-
reversible.
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During the Bush administration, I of-
fered my own Congressional Review
Act joint resolution of disapproval,
known as the Leahy-Collins resolution,
to contest an EPA mercury rule that
was far too weak and failed to protect
the American people. It is hard to be-
lieve that now, almost 7 years later,
this issue is still unresolved and we are
fighting to save an EPA rule that is
fair, just, science-based, and reason-
able. A sound environmental policy
that protects our citizens from the haz-
ards of mercury and air toxics is long
overdue.

In addition to the numerous health
benefits that removing these toxics
would mean for our citizens, both
young and old, the EPA’s mercury and
air toxics standards would protect
America’s precious waterways, making
them accessible to the sport fishermen
of today and for countless generations
to come. Today, large game fish from
every body of water in Vermont, in-
cluding our State’s greatest lake, Lake
Champlain, are so heavily contami-
nated with out-of-State mercury that
people must be warned against eating
them. In fact, all 50 States have issued
fish consumption advisories, warning
citizens to limit how often they eat
certain types of fish because they are
contaminated with mercury. Let me
repeat that. Because of mercury con-
tamination, every State of our great
Nation today warns its citizens to
limit how often they should consume
certain kinds of fish. We can change
that. We should change that. We must
change that. Environmental standards
can and have made tremendous dif-
ferences in our lifetimes in virtually
eliminating such toxics as the fumes
from the burning of leaded gasoline,
which only recently was ubiquitous on
our streets and around our homes. We
must do the same to begin ridding poi-
sonous mercury from our air and
water.

Without these standards, power-
plants will continue to spew tons of
mercury and other toxic air pollutants
into the air. Without these standards,
this preventable, slow-motion tragedy
will continue to unfold despite the fact
that the pollution control technology
mandated by this rule is already widely
available, affordable, and in use in
many coal-fired powerplants through-
out the Nation. Thirty-three percent of
older powerplants have already in-
stalled lifesaving technology which al-
lows them to comply with the EPA’s
emission limits, and a full 60 percent
already comply with the EPA’s mer-
cury limit. This resolution of dis-
approval would be especially ill-advised
because it would unjustly punish com-
panies that have taken steps to do the
right thing, while rewarding those that
have shirked their responsibilities, en-
dangered countless lives, and imperiled
the environment.

As another great benefit to the
American people, industry-wide adop-
tion of innovative pollution control
technology would stimulate invest-
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ment in the economy, job creation and
greater productivity. The updated
standards will create thousands of
long-term jobs for American workers.
These workers will be hired to build,
install, and, ultimately, operate the
machinery that will reduce health-
threatening emissions. The EPA esti-
mates that implementing this rule will
mean jobs for tens of thousands of
hard-working Americans, including
46,000 construction jobs and 8,000 long-
term utility jobs. When added onto the
health benefits, these standards will
have an annual estimated benefit of $37
to $90 billion dollars. Green jobs are
not just good for the environment in
which we live, work, and breathe, they
are good for the economy and good for
America.

I hope that when Senators consider
this resolution of disapproval, they re-
member that its passage would prevent
the EPA from issuing any standards in
the future that were substantially
similar to the current mercury and air
toxics standards. As a result, Ameri-
cans would continue to be put at risk
from the debilitating and sometimes
deadly effects of air pollution pumped
into America’s air by energy compa-
nies and other sources. Regrettably,
this threat to human health and the
environment would continue indefi-
nitely because the resolution of dis-
approval would strip the EPA of essen-
tial tools to address these hazards.

The value of these tools is as incalcu-
lable as the value of human life and the
health of our families. Make no mis-
take about it: Investing in the new
technology mandated by the EPA’s
mercury and air toxics standards will
save countless lives and will improve
the quality of the environment of our
communities for years to come. We owe
it to ourselves and we owe it to future
generations of Americans to make this
investment now.

Mr. LEVIN. Madam President, our
country’s economy and competitive-
ness in global markets depends on ac-
cess to affordable energy resources, in-
cluding electricity that powers our
manufacturing plants and keeps busi-
nesses operating throughout the Na-
tion. Additionally, affordable elec-
tricity is vital to the health, safety,
productivity, and quality of life of
American families, as well as keeping
their budgets in check.

Generating this vital power, however,
has come at a cost to our public health
and to the environment. Coal- and oil-
fired powerplants account for about
half of the Nation’s mercury emissions
and more than half of the country’s
acid gases. Powerplants also contribute
about one-quarter of our Nation’s par-
ticle pollution. These emissions from
powerplants can cause damage to brain
development, premature death, asth-
ma, heart attacks, and other health
complications with the heart and
lungs.

Under the authority of the Clean Air
Act Amendments of 1990, on December
21, 2011, the Environmental Protection
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Agency, EPA, announced its final rule
to establish technology-based emission
limits for mercury and other hazardous
air pollutants from coal- and oil-fired
powerplants, which are estimated to
number about 1,400 units nationwide.
About half of the electric generating
units affected by this rule have already
installed equipment to meet these
emission limits, and many have ex-
pended large sums to get there. The
other units that need to install pollu-
tion control equipment within the next
3 to 4 years could potentially have a
competitive market advantage over
the companies that have installed the
technology if we simply override the
EPA.

The emission reductions expected as
a result of the rule are projected to im-
prove our Nation’s air quality, result-
ing in a reduction annually of approxi-
mately 11,000 premature deaths, 4,700
nonfatal heart attacks, 130,000 asthma
attacks, 5,700 hospital and emergency
room visits, 2,800 cases of chronic bron-
chitis, and 3.2 million restricted activ-
ity days. The EPA estimates the value
of these health benefits is between $37
billion and $90 billion annually.

Additionally, the rule will also pre-
vent mercury from contaminating vital
water resources. All of the Great Lakes
and all of Michigan’s inland lakes have
fish consumption health advisories due
to mercury. This rule should help clean
up these lakes and make fish from any
lake safer to eat.

In contrast to the benefits that will
be provided by this rule, the annual
cost of installing and operating the
pollution control equipment is esti-
mated at about $10 billion annually.
These costs are expected to translate
into higher electricity costs of about $3
to $4 per month, although those costs
would vary regionally.

Senator INHOFE’s joint resolution of
disapproval would completely overturn
this EPA rule that limits harmful pol-
lutants from powerplants. Addition-
ally, under the Congressional Review
Act, which is the statute that provides
the authority for Senator INHOFE to
move this measure under expedited
procedures, this disapproval resolution
would also prevent the EPA from
issuing any regulations that are ‘‘sub-
stantially the same’” as the dis-
approved standards. Thus, this prohibi-
tion would effectively require Congress
to pass a law creating a new authoriza-
tion before EPA would be able to do
anything about this pollution.

I support congressional oversight
and, in fact, believe Congress should
exercise more oversight. But this rule
protects the health of Michigan resi-
dents by requiring commercially avail-
able technology to be installed at pow-
erplants that currently do not have
these controls in place. The rule will
result in significant air quality im-
provements, protecting public health
and our lakes from harmful pollution.
Its payback is significant in health and
in economics.

For these reasons, I will oppose this
measure.
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Mr. KERRY. Madam President, I
talked about this phenomenon yester-
day on the Senate floor, and today we
have even more evidence of what I was
talking about: a reckless assault on
our environment given new life by the
resolution before the Senate today. We
are being asked to sacrifice the health
of men, women, and children, all for
the sake of the coal industry, a move
that makes people sicker, denying
Americans their right to a healthy en-
vironment to live in and raise their
children.

No one who cares about the health of
our citizens, the health of our econ-
omy, and the health of our planet
should support this resolution. They
should be outraged that we are even
having this kind of debate. The Con-
gressional Review Act resolution be-
fore us would eliminate the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s mercury
and air toxics standards, or MATS, for
powerplants. Let’s be clear what that
means. It means the EPA would be pre-
vented from adopting meaningful re-
placement standards to protect Ameri-
cans from mercury and some 80 other
toxic air pollutants that cause cancer
and other health hazards. Let me re-
peat. These pollutants are known to
cause cancer and other health hazards.

The science is unequivocal and has
been for years mercury is a known
neurotoxin that can have a devastating
effect on the brain and nervous system
of a developing child, reducing 1IQ and
impairing the ability to learn.

We know the effects of mercury, and
we know its source. Coal and oil-based
powerplants constitute the largest
manmade source of mercury emissions
in the United States—they are respon-
sible for half of the mercury emissions
in America. They also emit more than
75 percent of the acid gas emissions and
25 percent of toxic metals lead, arsenic,
chromium, nickel. We are talking
about some really toxic pollution that
is known or suspected to cause cancer
and cardiovascular disease, damage to
the eyes, skin, and lungs. It can even
kill.

Under EPA’s MATS, utilities will be
regulated for mercury and these other
toxics for the first time in our Nation’s
history. These standards are more than
a decade overdue, so it is way past time
to end the free ride the polluters have
been enjoying. Now, I understand my
colleagues are peddling the message
that the EPA is waging a ‘“‘war on
coal.” But they are just trying to dis-
tract us from the facts, and the fact is
the EPA is simply doing its job and fol-
lowing the law. It is no more com-
plicated than that. There is no con-
spiracy and no secret agenda. Their job
is to protect Americans, and that is ex-
actly what they are doing.

The Clean Air Act requires the EPA
to regulate emissions of mercury and
other hazardous air pollutants. The
EPA employs a process that requires
the use of ‘“‘maximum achievable con-
trol technology.” In other words, the
standards are feasible, they are based
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on what industry leaders are already
doing. EPA estimates more than half of
coal-fired units have equipment in-
stalled that can help meet the stand-
ards. Roughly 55 percent of our elec-
tricity is from nuclear, natural gas,
and renewable energy sources, and they
are not subject to the rule’s provisions.
And for those that need more time to
comply, EPA allows them up to 4
years. It is beyond reasonable.

And this is hardly a ‘‘war on coal.”

MATS will reduce mercury emissions
from powerplants by more than 90 per-
cent, acid gases by 88 percent, and re-
duce emissions of more than 80 air
toxics. It will also significantly reduce
particulate matter, or PM, emissions
that can trigger asthma attacks and
damage the lungs. In fact, the com-
bined health benefits are staggering.
Beginning in 2016, EPA estimates that
the standard would prevent each year
11,000 premature deaths, 4,700 heart at-
tacks, 130,000 asthma attacks, 5,700 hos-
pital and ER visits, and 540,000 missed
work and school days.

Let me bring these numbers a little
closer to home. EPA estimates MATS
would prevent 130 premature deaths
each year and up to $1.1 billion in
health benefits in 2016.

In total, annual estimated benefits
are $37 to $90 billion compared to com-
pliance costs of $9.6 billion. That is an
amazing return on investment—for
every dollar spent, we will realize $3 to
$6 in health benefits.

As a member of the Senate, it is my
responsibility to make sure that the
children of Massachusetts begin life
with a fair shot, and it is my duty to
protect the most susceptible, including
the 128,000 kids and 531,000 adults with
asthma in my home State. To put this
issue in focus, one of my constituents,
the mother of an asthmatic girl, has
said: ‘““Any person who would say that
EPA should be eliminated or its ability
to regulate reduced should have to sit
in the emergency room holding the
hand of a child who can’t breathe.”

Some Senators argue that the EPA
standard is a job killer. Not true. The
fact is it will create 46,000 short-term
construction jobs and 8,000 long-term
jobs in the utility sector to help build,
install, and then operate emissions
control equipment.

Some Senators say the rule requires
too much, too fast. Not true. Look, the
rule has been more than a decade in
the making. Any shrewd businessper-
son would see the writing on the wall
and develop their business plan accord-
ingly. And many utility companies al-
ready have acted accordingly.

Some Senators say it costs too much
to comply and will shut down power-
plants, that these rules combined with
others will threaten the reliability of
the energy grid and dramatically in-
creasing energy costs for consumers.
Not true. Numerous reports from EPA,
DOE, and CRS state otherwise. Accord-
ing to CRS, “‘almost all of the capacity
reductions (from the rule) will occur in
areas that have substantial reserve

S4327

margins. . . The final rule includes
provisions aimed at providing addi-
tional time for compliance if it is need-
ed to install pollution controls or add
new capacity to ensure reliability in
specific areas. As a result, it is un-
likely that electric reliability will be
harmed by the rule.”

And in terms of the rule’s actual im-
pact on the economy, it is likely to be
extremely limited. The retail price of
electricity is on average estimated to
increase about 3 percent, mainly due to
the increase in demand for natural gas.
This seems a small price to pay for the
massive health and economic benefits I
have already highlighted.

We should understand that if we pass
this CRA today, we are not guaranteed
a do-over. The CRA explicitly prevents
EPA from developing a rule to regulate
mercury and air toxics from power-
plants that is ‘‘substantially the same”’
as the invalidated rule. Translation: It
would be nearly impossible for EPA to
develop another rule to regulate these
pollutants. Industry would have you
believe otherwise so that you can vote
to pass the CRA with a clear con-
science. It is a disingenuous effort, and
I sincerely hope that my colleagues
will see through it.

Mr. President, it is tragic that pol-
luters want to deny a right as basic as
clean, healthy air. And it is tragic that
anyone, especially a member of the
Senate, would refuse to protect even
children and the unborn from poisons. I
urge the Senate to turn back this polit-
ical assault on our environment and
support standards that will do so much
good for so many Americans. Anything
else would be turning our backs on the
people we are here to serve.

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Madam President,
I rise today in strong opposition to
Senator INHOFE’s resolution of dis-
approval concerning the Environ-
mental Protection Agency’s mercury
and air toxics rule. If passed, this reso-
lution would have a devastating impact
on our decades-long effort to clean up
the air Americans breathe, and it
would betray the responsible utility
managers who have already taken
steps to reduce the mercury and air
toxics entering our atmosphere.

As I approach the end of my Senate
career, I have spent some time reflect-
ing on my past votes and the legacy 1
hope to leave behind. The debate before
us today brings me back to my very
first years in the Senate and an effort
that has continued throughout my en-
tire time here.

In 1990, I was part of the group of
members of the Senate EPW Com-
mittee and the administration of Presi-
dent George H.W. Bush who negotiated
and passed the Clean Air Act Amend-
ments. At the time, the need for this
legislation was painfully clear—acid
rain was eating paint off of cars, and
thick, visible smog blanketed too
many of our cities. Some wanted Con-
gress to turn a blind eye, but we did
not. We acted, and we acted together.

During those many weeks, we met
daily to reach a bipartisan agreement
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that would put our country on the path
to cleaner air. It was the leadership of
majority leader George Mitchell and
President Bush’s representatives, in-
cluding Boyden Gray, that led us to a
grand bargain. Because all of the par-
ties negotiated in good faith toward a
common goal, the Clean Air Act
Amendments were adopted in an Octo-
ber 1990 vote by an 89-to-10 margin.
Think about that: 89 votes in favor of
one of the most significant environ-
mental law changes in our history. I
regret that such a broad bipartisan
agreement in support of our environ-
ment will not be repeated this week.

Now, in the final year of my Senate
career, we are debating a resolution
that seeks to undo one of the provi-
sions that we worked so hard to pass as
part of the Clean Air Act Amendments
in my first term in office—a require-
ment that EPA issue standards to re-
duce emissions of air toxics from sta-
tionary sources. That was 22 years ago,
but it was only February of this year
that EPA finally published the rule
that would implement these standards.
Administrator Lisa Jackson and As-
sistant Administrator Gina McCarthy,
who served so ably as Connecticut’s
commissioner of the Department of En-
vironmental Protection, have brought
us a rule that will finally put in place
the mercury and air toxics restrictions
we have been waiting for.

This resolution would roll back that
rule, the first-ever national limits on
powerplant emissions of air toxics, in-
cluding mercury. Without this rule,
powerplant operators can continue
pumping dozens of tons of mercury and
hundreds of thousands of tons of other
toxic air pollutants into our air each
year.

Many of my colleagues have spoken
to the extensive health and environ-
mental rationale behind the mercury
and air toxics rule, so I will just high-
light a few of the most startling statis-
tics. One in twelve American women of
childbearing age has mercury blood
levels that would put their fetuses at
risk for impaired development. These
developmental impairments are a
human tragedy, denying children their
full intellectual and psychological po-
tential.

With respect to the environment,
just look at Connecticut. We are
blessed by natural beauty—rolling
hills, beautiful beaches, vast forests,
and flowing streams and rivers. Unfor-
tunately, every single body of water—
every lake, stream, river, and pond—in
the State of Connecticut has a mercury
advisory in place. Where do we think
this came from? It was not here before
the advent of polluting powerplants
spewing mercury into the air. We are
blessed by plentiful fresh water, but
that gift has been tainted by the mer-
cury that has been spewed into the air
over generations. Even in Long Island
Sound, one of America’s greatest estu-
aries, we are faced with a restriction
on which seafood we can eat. One of the
best fish in the sound—the bluefish—is
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off limits to us because of mercury. Is
this the legacy we want to leave our
children?

Of course, this debate should not be
about which fish we can or cannot eat,
it should be about following through on
a promise we made to the American
people in 1990, by a margin of 89 to 10,
that we would move forward on efforts
to reduce air toxics being emitted by
powerplants. If we pass this resolution,
we would break that promise.

Some of my colleagues may claim
that the mercury rule is an attack on
coal. To them I would say: This is
nothing of the sort. This rule would ac-
tually save money and save lives. It
would save between $37 billion and $90
billion a year in health benefits while
creating 54,000 jobs. It would prevent
up to 11,000 premature deaths and
130,000 cases of childhood asthma at-
tacks each year. This is a case of gov-
ernment protecting its citizens with a
commonsense rule to require widely
available pollution control systems be
installed at our powerplants.

I want to close by once again urging
my colleagues not to break our prom-
ise we made to the American people in
1990 that the U.S. Government would
do everything in its power to ensure
the American people had clean air to
breathe and to reduce dangerous pol-
lutants in order to give our children
the chance to grow up healthy. I urge
my colleagues to vote no on this reso-
lution.

Mr. MENENDEZ. Madam President, I
rise to ask the Senate to protect public
health, not polluters, and to protect
clean air over corporate profits.

Upholding the mercury and air toxics
standard means keeping toxic mercury,
arsenic, lead, and other pollutants out
of our lakes and streams and out of
children’s lungs. It will prevent 11,000
premature deaths, 5,000 heart attacks,
and 130,000 asthma attacks in this
country each year after its implemen-
tation.

For over 20 years polluters have
fought these rules and used their influ-
ence to create delay after delay in ad-
ministration after administration. It is
time these rules were finally imple-
mented so we can preserve the health
of the American people and our Na-
tion’s air quality.

New Jersey has many residents who
are vulnerable to poor air quality. Ac-
cording to the American Lung Associa-
tion, there are over 184,000 children and
587,000 adults with asthma in New Jer-
sey. It is estimated that these new air
toxics standards will prevent up to 320
premature deaths and create up to $2.6
billion in health benefits in New Jersey
in 2016 alone. These residents deserve
better than to have their health subor-
dinated to the financial interests of
corporate executives.

Reducing toxic emissions is wel-
comed by New Jersey’s power pro-
viders. The Public Service Enterprise
Group, PSEG, New Jersey’s oldest and
largest electric utility, operates sev-
eral of the powerplants that would be
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affected by the mercury and air toxic
standards. Because these regulations
have been in the works for over 20
years, PSEG and other power providers
have already made investments in an-
ticipation of their implementation. To
assert that these standards are some-
how a surprise or could not have been
anticipated by electric utilities would
be grossly inaccurate.

Mercury is perhaps the most dan-
gerous pollutant targeted by this rule
and coal-fired powerplants are respon-
sible for half of the mercury emissions
in the United States.

Mercury, a dangerous neurotoxin,
has been associated with damage to the
kidneys, liver, brain, and nervous sys-
tem. It has also been shown to cause
neurological and developmental prob-
lems in children. The American Acad-
emy of Pediatrics, in detailing the im-
pact of mercury exposure on human
health, noted,
mercury in all of its forms is toxic to the
fetus and children, and efforts should be
made to reduce exposure to the extent pos-
sible to pregnant women and children, as
well as the general population.

Elevated levels of mercury exposure
have also been shown to put adults at
increased risk of heart attacks, in-
creased blood pressure, and blocked ar-
teries. Rather than cater to polluters,
we must heed the warnings of doctors,
nurses, and respiratory therapists—
medical professionals that have dedi-
cated their lives to preventing and
treating illness caused by mercury.

Mercury emissions also act as a per-
vasive contaminant throughout our
Nation’s watersheds, where the pollut-
ant accumulates in fish, other wildlife,
and ultimately, in humans. In 2003, Jeff
Holmstead, the EPA Assistant Admin-
istrator for Air and Radiation under
George W. Bush, stated:

Mercury, a potent toxin, can cause perma-
nent damage to the brain and nervous sys-
tem, particularly in developing fetuses when
ingested in sufficient quantities. People are
exposed to mercury mainly through eating
fish contaminated with methylmercury.

In New Jersey, mercury has been a
widespread and consistent contaminant
in freshwater fish collected throughout
the State, with unsafe concentrations
of mercury being found in both urban
and rural areas. The statistics send a
clear message: if we don’t act now, we
risk mass contamination of our Na-
tion’s waters and food supply.

The mercury and air toxics standard
will work to curb toxic emissions pro-
duced from coal powerplants, and to
ensure that future emissions comply
with set national limits. These new
standards are expected to reduce mer-
cury emissions from coal and power-
plants by 90 percent, acid gas pollution
by 88 percent, and particulate matter
emissions by 30 percent.

Senator INHOFE’s proposal, if en-
acted, would not only void all of the
health benefits produced by the air
toxics standard, but also prevent the
government from issuing similar stand-
ards in the future. In effect, this would
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severely curtail the government’s abil-
ity to address the serious hazards posed
by pollutant emissions. I believe this
would be deeply irresponsible.

These national standards are long
overdue. In 1990, Congress amended the
Clean Air Act to require performance-
based regulations of air pollutants, in
an effort to reduce toxic emissions pro-
duced from industrial sources. That
amendment was passed with broad bi-
partisan support, approved by 89 Sen-
ators, 401 House members, and signed
by a Republican president. After two
decades, national standards regulating
powerplant emissions of mercury and
other toxic pollutants are finally in
place. How many more children will be
poisoned by mercury in their bodies, if
Congress continues to delay or elimi-
nate safeguards ensuring health safety?

In 1990, Congress recognized the harm
posed by these pollutants and took ap-
propriate action. Now it is time for us
to finally implement them and protect
the health of all Americans.

Mr. HATCH. Madam President, I rise
today as a signer of the discharge peti-
tion for S.J. Res. 37, the Congressional
Review Act resolution of disapproval
for the Environmental Protection
Agency’s Utility MACT rule. I support
this measure with all my heart.

I urge my colleagues and my fellow
citizens who are listening to this de-
bate today to recognize that the EPA’s
Utility MACT rule is not just about
curtailing mercury emissions from
powerplants. At the heart of the Util-
ity MACT rule is an effort to shut
down our Nation’s coal-mines and coal-
fired powerplants. When President
Obama was a United States Senator, he
was the deciding vote on the Senate
Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee to Kkill the Clear Skies bill
which would have reduced mercury
emissions in the United States by 70
percent.

Let’s be clear about why the liberals
on that committee voted against this
mercury reduction measure. They did
so because they wanted to hold that
issue aside and use it to help pass a na-
tionwide climate bill, the biggest
anticoal legislation ever considered by
Congress. In other words, killing coal
mining jobs and shutting down coal-
fired powerplants took priority over
real and significant reductions in mer-
cury emissions and any health benefits
that would have come with those re-
ductions.

The EPA’s Utility MACT rule was
carefully written to ensure that most
of its mercury reductions will come
from the forced shutdown of coal mines
and coal-fired powerplants. It is evi-
dent that the rule is not written to
allow noncompliant powerplants to re-
main open.

The fact is that today’s vote does not
stop the EPA from regulating mercury
from coal-fired powerplants. But it
would strip out the obvious anticoal
agenda that is the heart and soul of the
current Utility MACT rule. The costs
of this rule outweigh the benefits by
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1,600 to 1. If ever there were an EPA
rule that needed to be sent back to the
drawing board, this one is it.

Americans know what is at stake
with today’s resolution. If the EPA’s
rule is allowed to go forward, it jeop-
ardizes our Nation’s most affordable,
abundant, and dependable domestic
source of electricity. We hear a lot
from the President and his allies about
the scourge of inequality and the need
for a more progressive economic sys-
tem.

It is hard to take them seriously
when you look at their support for this
EPA regulation. Regulations such as
these are incredibly regressive. This
regulation will increase the cost of en-
ergy. That might not mean a great deal
to the folks who are financing Presi-
dent Obama’s reelection, but to low-
and middle-income citizens, increased
energy costs hit family budgets hard.

And it will undermine jobs. Anyone
who claims to care about job creation,
while at the same time supporting this
regulation, has to answer a few ques-
tions. Americans are tired of lipservice
when it comes to job creation. They
are tired of having a job creation agen-
da taking a back seat to the agenda of
lifestyle liberals.

They want Congress and the Presi-
dent to be serious about creating jobs
and keeping our Nation competitive in
a global economy. This regulation not
only threatens jobs at coal mines and
powerplants.

Much more is at stake. We are talk-
ing about a threat to the millions of
jobs that are created when we as a na-
tion enjoy the abundant affordable en-
ergy that allows us, America, to com-
pete against our aggressive inter-
national rivals.

Let me remind my colleagues on the
other side of this issue about the suc-
cess of my own State of Utah. For 2
years running, Forbes magazine has
listed Utah as the best State for busi-
ness and jobs. Utah is a grand success
story, and national policymakers
should look to it for answers. Why is
Utah creating jobs, while many areas
of the United States are losing them?
Well, there are a number of factors, but
a very big one is that we are a very
competitive State. After comparing
the cost of doing business in other
States, more and more companies are
moving to Utah. A key factor in that
decision is Utah’s very low cost of en-
ergy. The State ranks fourth in the Na-
tion for low cost industrial energy
rates. I am aware of a number of in-
stances where this has been a deciding
factor when a major business decides to
relocate to Utah. In almost every case,
the States these companies are moving
away from have high industrial energy
rates. And, yes, about 70 percent of
Utah’s power comes from clean, effi-
cient, coal-fired powerplants.

It is obvious that many of my col-
leagues on the other side of this issue
just cannot grasp this truth; but the
fact of the matter is that
competiveness is critical to economic
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growth and job creation. It should
come as no surprise that President
Obama’s hundreds of anti-energy ef-
forts have failed to grow jobs in this
country.

I urge my colleagues to look to my
State of Utah as a model for success.
We need to get off the road toward the
nanny State. How bad does the Euro-
pean model have to get before we wake
up and recognize that we want nothing
to do with that type of big government
failure. America is great because we
have relied on the fundamentals of a
free people living in a free market. And
underlying our vibrant and free econ-
omy is consistently affordable energy.
Affordable energy is the lifeblood of a
healthy economy and always has been.
I urge my colleagues to protect these
fundamentals and send this Utility
MACT rule back to the EPA for a
major rewrite.

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Madam
President, I rise today to urge my col-
leagues to oppose S.J. Res. 37, a resolu-
tion of disapproval of the Mercury and
Air Toxics Standards, offered by Sen-
ator INHOFE. The Senator from Okla-
homa is a powerful advocate for his
point of view, but I respectfully dis-
agree that we do not need to control
the emission of mercury and other
toxics into our air.

This vote is one in a continuous
drumbeat of attacks on environmental
rules we have seen of late. It is unfor-
tunate that some of my colleagues are
attacking clean air and water rules
with such fervor, especially in the
name of economic recovery. When it
comes to putting America back on firm
economic footing, we should be work-
ing towards a comprehensive budget
solution that shows the American peo-
ple and the world that Congress can
still function in the face of major chal-
lenges rather than with attacks on the
Environmental Protection Agency.

Yet so often we hear vague, catch-all
criticisms that upcoming EPA rules—
real or imagined—will create uncer-
tainty in the regulated community,
impeding economic recovery. The irony
is that attacks that seek to delay or
remand EPA rules only exacerbate and
prolong regulatory uncertainty.

Also, recall that Congress directed
EPA in the Clean Air Act more than 20
years ago to develop many of the rules
the agency is currently working on.
That is the case with the Mercury and
Air Toxics Standards. Many other rules
are coming about as a result of court
orders. So, put simply, EPA is doing its
job.

To be sure, Congress also has a job to
do when it comes to oversight of ad-
ministration rules. For instance, I have
been and will continue to work with
EPA to make sure EPA actions respect
the realities of life in rural and arid
communities. This is especially impor-
tant when it comes to regulations im-
pacting Colorado water users and our
farmers and ranchers.

However, wholesale assault on an
agency whose mission is to protect
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human health and the environment is
neither a recipe for economic recovery
nor a path to fostering healthier com-
munities within which our families and
neighbors live.

Let me turn specifically to the reso-
lution of disapproval offered by Sen-
ator INHOFE.

Many of my colleagues have de-
scribed on the Senate floor the various
health benefits of the rule. I would like
to associate myself with their remarks,
because the health benefits of control-
ling mercury emissions are remark-
able: as many as 11,000 fewer premature
deaths each year; 130,000 fewer cases of
childhood asthma each year; and 4,700
fewer heart attacks each year just to
name a few.

But I want to add two other aspects
to the debate. One, clean air and water
are good for our economy.

In Colorado, for example, outdoor
recreation and tourism make up the
second largest sector of our economy.
Coloradans enjoy skiing, hiking, hunt-
ing, angling, camping, boating and
many other outdoor activities, and
many Americans come to Colorado for
these experiences. Our outdoor recre-
ation economy contributes $10 billion a
year to the State’s economy and sup-
ports over 100,000 Colorado jobs.

This isn’t limited to Colorado. Na-
tionally, the outdoor recreation econ-
omy is worth $646 billion, supporting
6.1 million jobs.

Clean air and water are an integral
part of the national outdoor recreation
system. It can not function if our chil-
dren are too sick to come outside to
play or our waters are too polluted to
fish.

Two, investing in our infrastructure
through modern pollution controls is
how we ensure long-term economic re-
covery.

ADA-Environmental Solutions is a
company in Highlands Ranch, CO.
ADA-Environmental Solutions is the
leading producer of mercury control
equipment for utilities across the coun-
try. Part of their mission is to ‘‘sustain
the viability of coal’ through the de-
velopment of technologies that ‘“‘reduce
emissions, increase efficiency and im-
prove the competitive position” of
their customers.

As the Mercury and Air Toxics
Standards go into effect, many utilities
will upgrade their facilities with mod-
ern pollution controls. It may surprise
some of my constituents in Colorado to
learn that some of these plants have
been operating without pollution con-
trols for 40 years or more.

Those upgrades will be installed by
Americans and provided by companies
like ADA-Environmental Solutions.
Those upgrades represent an invest-
ment in American jobs and a modern
utility infrastructure.

In summary, clean air and water do
not come at the expense of our econ-
omy. Rather, a healthy environment
and a healthy economy go hand-in-
hand.

Putting safeguards in place on the
largest source of mercury emissions in
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the United States is long overdue. That
is why I will be opposing S.J. Res. 37
today, and I urge my colleagues to do
the same.

Mr. DURBIN. Madam President, in
1970, smoke stacks towered above cities
and towns spewing black clouds of
toxic pollution into the air.

Sights like these outraged Ameri-
cans—however, at that time there was
no legal way to force these companies
to stop polluting the environment.

In response to these atrocities, Con-
gress did two things in 1970:

First, Congress created the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to defend
our natural resources and force pol-
luters to clean up their factories and
plants.

And second, Congress passed the
Clean Air Act with overwhelming bi-
partisan support to help ensure that all
Americans could breathe clean air, free
from toxic chemicals.

In the 40 years since, Republicans
and Democrats have worked together
in Congress to protect the health of
America’s families from the country’s
biggest polluters.

But this week in the Senate, we will
vote on a provision that threatens to
destroy all that progress by rolling
back a critical environmental and
health regulation.

Senator INHOFE has introduced a res-
olution that would prevent the EPA
from enforcing the first national stand-
ard to regulate the emission of mer-
cury and air toxins from power plants.

Until now, there had been no Federal
standards that required power plants
to limit their emission of mercury, ar-
senic, chromium, and acid gases. And
so their pollution went unchecked.

This led to power plants becoming
the single largest source of mercury in
the United States. Power plants are
currently responsible for 50% of the
mercury, 62% of the arsenic, and over
75% of the acid gases emitted in this
country every year.

These are deadly chemicals. Mercury
is a potent neurotoxin that can hinder
brain development and the central
nervous systems of children, even while
in their mother’s womb.

And the heavy metals and acids emit-
ted by power plants can cause various
cancers and respiratory, neurological,
developmental, and reproductive prob-
lems.

So the idea that we should allow
power plants to continue to pump hun-
dreds of thousands of tons of dangerous
pollution into the environment instead
of adding any of the readily available
pollution controls is completely out-
rageous.

The harmful, toxic chemical emis-
sions from these plants must be
stopped and that is what the EPA’s
new Mercury and Air Toxics Standards,
or MATS as they are called, does.

When implemented, the new stand-
ards will reduce mercury and acid gas
emissions from power plants by almost
90%.

These reductions will save billions of
dollars in public health spending each
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year by avoiding thousands of cases of
premature deaths, aggravated asthma,
and heart attacks.

In fact, every dollar spent to reduce
pollution emission under the MATS
rule will result in $3-$9 of health bene-
fits.

In my state of Illinois alone, the
MATS rule will save $4.7 billion and
prevent an estimated 570 premature
adult deaths in the next four years.

That might be why recent polling
shows that 77% of Americans support
the MATS rule and the reductions in
air pollution that it will achieve.

However, Senator INHOFE wants to
prevent these critical standards from
being enforced—claiming that they are
too strict and that companies have not
had enough time to prepare.

But, Mr. President, this new rule
didn’t come out of nowhere.

Energy companies have known for
more than 20 years, since the last
major changes to the Clean Air Act in
1990, that new air pollution-control
rules were coming and that the new
rules would require them to reduce
their toxic emissions.

That is why many power plants have
already made the changes necessary to
comply with the new rules by install-
ing scrubbers and other air pollution-
control technologies.

However, instead of investing in
these available control technologies,
some companies did little or nothing
over the past decades to improve their
old, inefficient plants.

And now these same companies state
that it would be impossible for them to
comply with the MAT standards with-
out massive job losses and blackouts
across the electricity grid. The facts
suggest otherwise.

According to the Environmental Pol-
icy Institute, the EPA’s new standards
are expected to create approximately
8,000 jobs in the utility industry and an
additional 80,500 jobs from investments
in pollution control equipment by 2015.
And the majority of these jobs will be
in the construction and labor indus-
tries.

Mike Morris is chief executive of
American Electric Power, a utility
with multiple coal-fired plants. He
said, ‘“We have to hire plumbers, elec-
tricians, [and] painters when you ret-
rofit a plant. Jobs are created in the
process—no question about that.”

In fact, the MATS rule is expected to
add a net 117,000 jobs to the economy
overall. So to say that we can’t create
jobs without allowing dangerous levels
of toxic chemicals into the air we
breathe is simply wrong. And multiple
Federal agencies and third parties—in-
cluding the non-partisan Congressional
Research Service, the Department of
Energy, and the Bipartisan Policy Cen-
ter—have stated that full implementa-
tion of the MAT Standards will not
cause any reliability concerns for the
power grid.

EPA is working closely with the De-
partment of Energy, the Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission, State
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utility regulators, and the North
American Electric Reliability Corpora-
tion, to ensure there will be no issues
with the electrical grid.

So it seems that we can have clean
air and keep the lights on, while simul-
taneously creating thousands of new
jobs.

We don’t have to make the false
choice between ensuring clean air and
job creation—we can do both.

The bottom line is that acid gases
and heavy metals are causing serious
health problems, especially in our most
vulnerable populations—children and
pregnant mothers.

The EPA Mercury and Air Toxics
Standards will require power plants to
cut their emissions of these harmful
chemicals by using readily available
technology.

Many plants across the country have
already proved that the standards can
be met while creating jobs and keeping
the lights on and businesses running.

So it’s time for Republicans and
Democrats to once again come to-
gether to protect the health of Ameri-
cans families and ensure that everyone
has access to clean air.

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘no’ on the motion to proceed to
Senator INHOFE’s resolution.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, how
much time remains?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Republicans have 3 minutes
47 seconds, and the majority has 12
minutes 45 seconds.

Mrs. BOXER. I would take 6 minutes
and retain the balance.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, we
are faced with a resolution today to es-
sentially repeal something that has
been 20 years in the making and is
about to go into effect. It would stop
the EPA, the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, from implementing the
first-ever national mercury and air
toxics standards for powerplants.

A little bit later I will talk about
what mercury does to people. Let me
assure you, it is not good. I will also
talk about the other toxics that are
emitted from these dirty plants. They
are not good either. When I mention
them, just the names will scare us be-
cause they are names such as arsenic
and formaldehyde—not good. They are
going into our lungs. The mercury is
getting into fish. People are getting
sick. That is why this is such a dan-
gerous moment if we were to pass this
and stop the EPA from doing this.

We know that for every $3 we in-
vest—every $1 to $3—we are going to
get back $9 in health benefits. If we do
the math and we follow the math, it is
clear this is cost-effective and criti-
cally important.

Ask a parent who has a child who is
rushed to the emergency room with
asthma whether they want this done.
Ask a coal-fired utility that has made
these improvements already—half of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

them have—and they will tell us there
has been hardly any impact on elec-
tricity prices, and they are happy with
them.

If this resolution were to pass and
the policy behind it were to pass, it
means that instead of rewarding those
coal-fired utilities that are doing the
right thing, we are rewarding those
that haven’t done the right thing and
continue to spew forth these toxins.

What is at stake? I ask rhetorically
of people who may be listening to this:
Whom do we trust more, Senators and
politicians or physicians and nurses? I
think we should trust these numbers
from the professionals who have looked
at this issue. If this resolution were to
pass and EPA is blocked from imple-
menting this new clean air standard,
we will see up to 11,000 additional pre-
mature deaths, 4,700 heart attacks,
130,000 cases of childhood asthma, 6,300
cases of acute bronchitis among chil-
dren, 5,700 emergency room visits, and
540,000 days of missed work. Again, the
rule provides $3 to $9 in benefits for
every $1 that is invested.

We are going to hear other argu-
ments from the opponents of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, but the
people of America are smart. They
were asked just 2 months ago if they
want us to interfere with the Environ-
mental Protection Agency as they
clean up the air, clean up the mercury,
clean up the toxic soot, and 78 percent
said: Stay out of it, politicians, and let
the Environmental Protection Agency
do its job.

We should thank the coal companies
that have already cleaned up their act
and not reward those that have delayed
cleaning up their act.

Again, we will hear all kinds of hor-
ror stories. Ask the utilities that have
made these improvements. We have a
list of them somewhere.

We will also hear there will be lost
jobs from this rule. We know there will
be 46,000 short-term construction jobs
as these plants become clean and 8,000
long-term jobs.

Now look at the utilities that oppose
the Inhofe CRA. They include Austin
Energy, Avista Corporation, Calpine
Corporation, Constellation Energy,
Exelon, National Grid, NextEra En-
ergy, NYPA, Public Service Enterprise
Group, and Seattle City Light. Some of
these have coal-fired powerplants.
They say: What are we doing? Let’s
keep moving toward clean energy.

I asked if we trust politicians or do
we trust those who, I believe, are un-
questionably character witnesses in
this debate. Let’s look at some of them
that oppose what Senator INHOFE is
trying to do today. The Catholic
Health Association of the TUnited
States, Evangelical Environmental
Network, Franciscan Action Network,
General Baptist Convention, General
Conference of American Rabbis, Na-
tional Council of Churches, United
Church of Christ Justice and Witness
Ministries, United Methodist Church,
U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops.
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They oppose what my friends on the
other side are leading us to today, a re-
peal of clean air rules.

Whom do we trust, the politicians or
some of these groups that strongly op-
pose this resolution—the American
Academy of Pediatrics, the American
Association of Respiratory Care, the
American Heart Association, the Lung
Association, the Nurses Association,
the Public Health Association, the
March of Dimes, the Physicians for So-
cial Responsibility, and Trust for
America’s Health.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator has consumed 6 min-
utes.

Mrs. BOXER. I ask unanimous con-
sent for 2 additional minutes, and then
I will yield and retain the balance.

Here is the chart I wished to show on
utility prices. We have heard doom and
gloom. Here are the facts. There was
hardly any fluctuation in utility rates
when half the coal-fired plants made
these improvements.

Do not fall for scare tactics because
we know upgrading a utility is some-
thing that has to be done. It is built
into the long-term plans of these utili-
ties.

What poisonous emissions does this
clean air rule address? I talked about it
before. In the balance of my time I will
go through it again, but I am going to
just name these toxins: mercury and
lead, arsenic, selenium, cadmium,
chromium, benzene, formaldehyde, acid
gases, and toxic soot. All we need do is
listen to what I said and we know we
don’t want to breathe them in and we
don’t want to have fish that contain
too much mercury because it damages
the nervous system in children and
harms the brains of infants. We know
how dangerous it is for pregnant
women and children to eat this type of
fish.

Last night, we had Senator WHITE-
HOUSE here from Rhode Island, and he
was eloquent on the point. He had a
picture, which was actually a Norman
Rockwell painting—it wasn’t a real
painting, it was a wonderful poster. He
said: Here is a perfect American scene
of a grandpa taking a grandson fishing.
He said that today, in his State, they
can’t eat the fish. Maybe they can once
a month eat one fish, and in some of
their lakes, they can’t even eat any.

This is wrong. This is pollution blow-
ing from other places into the North-
east. Let’s defeat this resolution. It is
bad for the people of this country.

I yield the floor and retain the bal-
ance of my time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. The question was asked
by the Senator from California: Whom
do we trust most, elected Senators or
unelected bureaucrats?

I yield 3 minutes to the Senator from
Kentucky.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Kentucky.

Mr. PAUL. The question is, Is pollu-
tion getting better or worse? With all
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the hysteria, one would think: My
goodness. Pollution is getting so much
worse. All measurements of pollution
show we are doing a good job and much
better than we have ever done. Most of
the emissions—the big emissions, sul-
fur dioxide and nitrous oxide—have
been going down for decades. We are
doing a good job with pollution.

This rule is about mercury. Power-
plants emit this much of the mercury,
as shown on this chart. Do my col-
leagues know that over half the mer-
cury comes from natural sources? For-
est fires emit more mercury than pow-
erplants do. We already have eight reg-
ulations at the Federal level on mer-
cury. We have a plethora of regulations
at the State level.

The question is, Is mercury getting
worse or is mercury lessening? For the
last 5 years, the amount of mercury
that is being emitted has been cut in
half. If we measure mercury in the
blood of women and children, it is get-
ting less. If we say: What is a safe level
of mercury in the blood, we are below
that. If we look at populations who eat
nothing but fish, the Seychelles Is-
lands, they have found zero evidence
that mercury is hurting any of them.
When we look at mercury emissions,
they are going down.

So the question is, Are we going to
have a balance in our country? Does
the other side care whether people
work? We can do everything possible to
try to eliminate this last 1 percent, but
the question is, At what cost? Many
are estimating 50,000 people are going
to lose their jobs. Do we care if people
have a job? Yes. We want to be safe,
but there has to be a balancing act.

The question we have to ask is: Is the
environment cleaner or worse off? The
environment is so much cleaner than it
used to be. The rules in place are some-
what balanced and are keeping pollu-
tion under control. What we don’t want
to do is go so far over the top that we
lose jobs. This new rule is estimated to
lose 50,000 jobs.

I think the American people need to
have a say in this. We don’t need to
give up that power to unelected bu-
reaucrats we can’t remove from office.
Let’s let our representatives get in-
volved to have more of a balance in the
regulations.

I suggest we vote in favor of this res-
olution.

I thank the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. I understand our time
has expired. I ask unanimous consent
that Senator KYL have 2 minutes.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. KYL. Madam President, S.J. Res.
37 is very important.

If passed, this resolution would over-
turn one of the most costly and unnec-
essary regulations ever adopted by the
EPA. Unless we in Congress act, that
regulation, Utility MACT, would estab-
lish the first ever ‘maximum achiev-
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able control technology’—or MACT—
standards for ‘‘hazardous air pollut-
ant”—or HAP—emissions from power-
plants.

The Clean Air Act only allows the
EPA to set MACT standards for HAP
emissions if it can establish a hazard to
public health that would make such
regulatory action ‘‘appropriate and
necessary.”

In December 2000, just as a new ad-
ministration was set to take office, the
Clinton EPA, under great pressure
from special interests, promulgated a
Utility MACT rule based on public
health concerns about mercury. The
data simply do not support that regula-
tion.

First of all, mercury does not pose
health risks via inhalation, but rather
only after entering water bodies and
accumulating as methylmercury in the
aquatic food chain. For humans, the
primary route of mercury exposure is
through eating fish. Accordingly, the
EPA itself has acknowledged uncer-
tainties about the extent of public
health risks that can be attributed to
electric utility mercury emissions, and
it admits that ‘‘there is no quantifica-
tion of how much of the
methylmercury in fish consumed by
the U.S. population is due to elec-
tricity emissions.

We now know too that the EPA’s pro-
jections for major increases in mercury
emissions from powerplants at the
time were grossly inaccurate. The
agency estimated that emissions would
increase from 46 tons in 1990 to 60 tons
in 2010. But, in fact, they actually de-
clined to just 29 tons in 2011—more
than 50 percent below the projections—
and all without the MACT rule.

Moreover, the studies EPA relied
upon about methylmercury exposure in
children and women of childbearing
age have also been found to have in-
flated health risks. More recent re-
search undertaken by the CDC indi-
cates that Americans are not being ex-
posed to levels of mercury considered
harmful to fetuses, children, or adults.
Additionally, both the FDA and the
Agency for Toxic Substances and Dis-
ease Registry have recommended regu-
latory levels for mercury that are sig-
nificantly less stringent than the
EPA’s reference dose.

With respect to nonmercury haz-
ardous air pollutants—or HAPs—the
EPA does not set actual limits for
those emissions. Instead, it uses limits
for fine particulate matter emissions
in the standard as a surrogate for a va-
riety of HAPs under the rule. While
EPA calls the benefits associated with
reducing particulate matter ‘‘co-bene-
fits”’ of establishing the Utility MACT
regulation, it has also stated that such
reductions are not the primary objec-
tive or justification for the rule. If that
is the case, then why are more than 99
percent of the rule’s claimed health
benefits due to projected reductions in
particulate matter? I am all for inci-
dental health benefits—it is always
nice to get more bang for the buck—
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but that’s simply not what is going on
here.

Double-counting the benefits from
reducing particulate matter as a Util-
ity MACT benefit is, at best, mis-
leading. Indeed, if 99 percent of the
quantified health benefits cited in the
rule are not due to reductions in HAPs,
can we really call the Utility MACT
rule ‘‘appropriate and necessary?”’

The EPA is trying to pull a fast one
by regulating particulate matter—a
non-HAP—under the guise of concern
about mercury. The agency already
regulates particulate matter emissions
under the Clean Air Act, and it has
been doing so for 15 years. If it believes
there are benefits to further reducing
particulate matter emissions, it al-
ready has the power to do so; adopting
S.J. Res. 37 would not prevent such
EPA action.

Once the coincidental co-benefits
from reducing particulate matter—es-
timated to be $33 billion to $89 billion,
or $3 to $9 in health benefits for every
dollar of cost—are excluded from Util-
ity MACT, the EPA’s own cost benefit
analysis demonstrates that the health
benefits of the rule are far outweighed
by its costs. The EPA estimates that
implementing the Utility MACT rule
would cost $9.6 billion in 2016, and that
reductions in mercury emissions would
provide just $0.5 to 6 million in health
benefits in the same year. This means
that, even in the best case scenario,
the cost of Utility MACT will exceed
its estimated benefits by a factor of
1,600 to 1.

Sixteen hundred to one.

The cumulative costs and con-
sequences of this and other EPA regu-
lations are both real and substantial.
Final and pending EPA regulations will
reduce the diversity of America’s en-
ergy portfolio, increase energy prices,
eliminate jobs, and threaten electric
reliability.

With regard to our energy portfolio,
we are already seeing negative effects.
Coal’s share of electric power genera-
tion recently dropped to just 34 per-
cent, the lowest level we have seen
since the 1970s. As a result, utility
companies have already announced
plans to shut down more than 25,000
megawatts of electricity rather than
upgrade plants with costly new emis-
sions control technology. These
changes in our energy portfolio are just
the tip of the iceberg. The North Amer-
ican Electric Reliability Corporation—
or NERC—estimates that EPA regula-
tions will lead to an additional retire-
ment of 36,000 to 59,000 megawatts of
electricity generation. The Federal En-
ergy Regulatory Commission’s Office
of Electric Reliability has stated that
EPA regulations would likely shutter
81,000 megawatts.

These plant closure predictions from
nonpartisan reliability organizations
are 8 times higher than EPA’s esti-
mates of just 10,000 megawatts. The
closures caused by EPA regulations
will not just affect our energy mix—
they will also affect grid reliability.
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NERC has said that EPA regulations
pose the No. 1 threat to grid reliability.

But these reliability organizations
are not the only ones concerned about
the EPA’s effect on coal and coal power
generation. Earlier this month,
Moody’s changed its outlook on the
coal industry to ‘‘negative,” largely
blaming the EPA for the downgrade. As
Moody’s put it in a statement:

A regulatory environment that puts coal
at a disadvantage along with low natural gas
prices, have led many utilities to increase or
accelerate their scheduled coal plant retire-
ments.

It continued:

In addition, newly proposed carbon dioxide
regulations would effectively prohibit new
coal plants by requiring new projects to
adopt technology that is not yet economi-
cally feasible.

I have witnessed the EPA’s attempts
to reshape the energy industry through
regulation in my home State.

Arizona relies on coal-fired power for
its base-load electricity. Coal mining
and plant operations are an important
employer and economic engine for Ari-
zonans and, specifically, for our Indian
Tribes. As just one example, take the
Navajo Generating Station—or NGS—a
2,260-megawatt facility located on the
Navajo Nation’s reservation.

The NGS was constructed as part of a
negotiated settlement with environ-
mental interests that, at the time, pre-
ferred a coal-fired powerplant to a hy-
dropower dam project in the Grand
Canyon. It provides more than 90 per-
cent of the pumping power for the Cen-
tral Arizona Project, Arizona’s primary
water delivery system. The plant and
the coal mined to operate it play a
vital role in the economies of the Nav-
ajo Nation and the Hopi Tribe, not to
mention the State as a whole. A study
prepared by Arizona State University’s
Seidman Institute concluded that the
NGS and its associated mine will ac-
count for over $20 billion in gross State
product—GSP—almost $680 million in
adjusted State tax revenues, and more
than 3,000 jobs.

Yet, the station’s future viability is
now directly threatened by Utility
MACT and other pending EPA regula-
tions. Right now, the EPA is under-
taking an NGS-specific rulemaking to
determine whether additional emis-
sions control technologies should be in-
stalled at the station for purely aes-
thetic visibility reasons, rather than
actual health concerns. That rule-
making could require the installation
of emissions controls at a cost of more
than $1.1 billion.

That is just one power station—just
one—$1.1 billion. And we don’t even
know yet what the estimated cost of
compliance with Utility MACT might
be.

Steve Etsitty, executive director of
the Navajo Nation EPA, said this about
EPA’s regulatory approach:

EPA’s one size fits all’ approach to rule-
making fails to acknowledge or address the
specific concerns and impacts to the Navajo
Nation, as well as regional impacts. Making
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matters worse, EPA’s uncoordinated ap-
proach to rulemakings impacting the same
industries creates regulatory uncertainty,
increases compliance costs, and puts at sub-
stantial risk the mnational and regional
economies, critical jobs of Navajo people,
and the very viability of the Navajo govern-
ment.

I couldn’t agree more.

The consequences of a shutdown of
the Navajo Generating Station would
be felt throughout the State, and even
by the Federal Government. However,
a shutdown would most acutely impact
Indian tribes, whose economies and ac-
cess to affordable water are highly de-
pendent on the NGS.

Thus, the consequences of the EPA’s
regulatory war on coal go far beyond
the coal industry itself. Real people in
my State and across the country will
pay the price.

That is why I urge my colleagues to
support the resolution before us today.
I am all for clean air. I don’t know a
single colleague who would take the
opposite view. And I can assure my
friends on the other side of the aisle
that we are firmly antimercury con-
tamination as well. But that is not
really the question here.

It is not a matter of clean air versus
dirty air, or mercury contamination
versus no mercury contamination.
These are false choicest. We can have
clean air and a healthy economy. We
can reduce mercury levels and reduce
unemployment. But we have to be
smart about how we regulate.

Utility MACT is simply a bad regula-
tion. It is refuted by the very science
used to justify its promulgation. More-
over, its economic effects would be
negative and far-reaching, while its es-
timated benefits would be minimal and
hardly worth the significant costs. And
it would make domestic energy genera-
tion more difficult at a time of rising
energy demand.

With growing unemployment, huge
deficits, and anemic growth, this is
also the wrong time to be whacking
our economy with one of the most ex-
pensive and far-reaching regulations
ever to come from the EPA.

We have to be smart about this, and
Utility MACT is just not a smart regu-
lation.

I urge my colleagues to support S.J.
Res. 37 and help overturn this mis-
guided, job-killing rule.

Again, I will simply say at this point
that adopting this resolution is very
important to prevent the implementa-
tion of a regulation which I think has
very clearly been established. It does
not meet the test that would be re-
quired for the promulgation of a public
health regulation and fails any test of
cost-benefit analysis.

Therefore, I urge my colleagues to
think about the effect on the industry,
on the people of America, on the econ-
omy at this time, and adopt the resolu-
tion offered by the Senator from Okla-
homa.

Mr. INHOFE. Madam President, I un-
derstand there is 1 minute remaining,
so let me just clarify a couple things.
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First of all, several have made com-
ments about the Clean Air Act. I was
supportive of the Clean Air Act. It has
done a great job, and I think that
should be clarified.

We have had three medical doctors
testify as to the health implications on
this.

I would only say this: If we are truly
concerned about what is happening,
keep in mind what the Senator from
Alaska, Ms. MURKOWSKI, said. The max-
imum achievable control technology is
not there. So if we vote against this
amendment and they allow this rule to
continue, we are effectively Killing
coal in America that has accounted for
almost 50 percent of our industry.

I thank the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Am I correct that there
is 4 minutes remaining on my side?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. That is correct.

Mrs. BOXER. I yield 1 of those min-
utes to Senator PRYOR.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. PRYOR. I thank the Senator
from California.

Right now, when we open the paper
and when we turn on the evening news,
we see these ads for clean coal. We need
clean coal. We are akin to the Saudi
Arabia of coal. They say we have 400
years’ worth of coal supply in this
country. We have the technology now
to take 90 percent of the mercury out
and a lot of the particulates and we
should do it. This is our chance to do
it.

This is a rule that has been 20 years
in the making. This is not something
people dreamed up over the last couple
years. This has been 20 years in the
making, and Congress has mandated we
do this.

I would say this in my part of the
closing: We should not have to make a
false choice. We don’t have to be
anticoal and prohealth. We can be
both. We can do what is good for the
health of the country and good for
coal; that is, have clean coal, uphold
this rule, and vote against the Inhofe
resolution.

I thank the Chair.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from California.

Mrs. BOXER. Madam President, the
Senator from OKklahoma said I asked:
Whom do we trust more, politicians or
bureaucrats? No; that is not what I
said. I said: Whom do we trust more,
politicians or groups such as the Amer-
ican Academy of Pediatrics, the Amer-
ican Association of Respiratory Care,
the American Heart Association, the
Lung Association, the nurses, the
March of Dimes, et cetera. I believe
that when it comes to the trust of the
public, these groups have one concern
and that concern is the health of our
people. That is why we have to defeat
this resolution and allow the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, after 20
years, to finally promulgate a rule that
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will go after the worst toxins that are
coming out of coal-fired plants.

I will go through a few of these. Mer-
cury is a heavy metal that can damage
the nervous system in children and
harm the brain of infants, causing
slower mental development and lower
intelligence. Why do we want to take a
stand against the children and their
brain development? Mercury can accu-
mulate in the food chain. We know
this. What happens is people—espe-
cially pregnant women and children—
can’t eat fish because of the high con-
tent of mercury.

Then there is lead. These are the
things we are talking about getting out
of the air. Lead can damage the nerv-
ous system of children and harm the
brains of infants, causing slower men-
tal development and lower intelligence.

There is no known safe level of lead
in the blood of children. This is indis-
putable fact. It can harm the kidneys
and cause high blood pressure, damage
reproduction, cause muscle and joint
pain, nerve disorders. Why would any-
one—why would anyone stand on this
floor and say it is OK to allow these
toxins to be polluting our environ-
ment? Arsenic is a heavy metal that
causes cancer, damages the nervous
system, Kkidneys, and liver. Power-
plants account for 62 percent of all the
arsenic pollution we are fighting
against. Why would anyone who cares
about the people they represent vote
for this resolution and stop the EPA
from cleaning up our air?

Vote no. There is no reason to risk
the health of the American people by
voting for the utility CRA resolution.
If the resolution passes and if that res-
olution were to become the policy of
this country, thousands—hundreds of
thousands of Americans every year
would be harmed. This is not rhetoric,
this is fact. Scientists have told us
this. The health groups have told us
this.

I urge a strong ‘‘no’’ vote.

I yield the floor.

Mr. CARDIN. Madam President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 139 Leg.]

YEAS—46
Barrasso Coats Crapo
Blunt Coburn DeMint
Boozman Cochran Enzi
Burr Corker Graham
Chambliss Cornyn Grassley
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Hatch Lugar Rubio
Heller Manchin Sessions
Hoeven McCain Shelby
Hutchison McConnell Thune
Inhofe Moran Toomey
Isakson Murkowski Vitter
Johanns Nelson (NE) Warner
Johnson (WI) Paul
Kyl Portman &iecbl?er
Landrieu Risch
Lee Roberts
NAYS—53
Akaka Durbin Mikulski
Alexander Feinstein Murray
Ayotte Franken Nelson (FL)
Baucus Gillibrand Pryor
Begich Hagan Reed
Bennet Harkin Reid
Bingaman Inouye Rockefeller
Blumenthal Johnson (SD) Sanders
Boxer Kerry
Brown (MA) Klobuchar S;I;Eg;?
Brown (OH) Kohl
Cantwell Lautenberg Snowe
Cardin Leahy Stabenow
Carper Levin Tester
Casey Lieberman Udall (CO)
Collins McCaskill Udall (NM)
Conrad Menendez Whitehouse
Coons Merkley Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The motion was rejected.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The majority leader.

Mr. REID. Madam President, if I
could have the attention of the Senate,
we did very well yesterday. We have a
lot to do. We have to work on this. We
have flood insurance. Both are impor-
tant issues.

This is going to be a 10-minute vote.
The order that has been entered is that
all the remaining votes are 10 minutes.
We had a 15-minute vote on the first
one. I know there are a lot of things
going on today, but we are going to
have to work around them. That is the
most important part of our job—vot-
ing. So let’s work. Let’s try to get out
of here. We are going to try to finish
this bill tonight.

AGRICULTURE REFORM, FOOD,
AND JOBS ACT OF 2012

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of S.
3240, which the clerk will report by
title.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A Dbill (S. 3240) to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other pur-
poses.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from West Virginia.
AMENDMENT NO. 2345

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I
call up amendment No. 2345.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from West Virginia [Mr.
MANCHIN] proposes an amendment numbered
2345.

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I
ask unanimous consent that the read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

June 20, 2012

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require national dietary guide-

lines for pregnant women and children

from birth until the age of 2)

On page 361, between lines 8 and 9, insert
the following:

SEC. 4208. DIETARY GUIDELINES FOR AMERI-
CANS.

Section 301(a) of the National Nutrition
Monitoring and Related Research Act of 1990
(7 U.S.C. 5341(a)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

‘“(3) PREGNANT WOMEN AND YOUNG CHIL-
DREN.—Not later than the 2020 report and in
each report thereafter, the Secretaries shall
include national nutritional and dietary in-
formation and guidelines for pregnant
women and children from birth until the age
of 2.,

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There will be 2 minutes of debate
equally divided, 1 minute for each side.

Mr. MANCHIN. Madam President, I
do not believe there is opposition to
this amendment. I urge my colleagues
to support this bipartisan, common-
sense amendment that will address a
very urgent need in this country: help-
ing our children develop healthy eating
habits at a very young age.

I wish to thank my cosponsor, Sen-
ator KELLY AYOTTE from New Hamp-
shire, for working with me on this
amendment. All this does is require the
Department of Health and Human
Services and the Department of Agri-
culture to develop, implement, and
promote national dietary guidelines for
pregnant women and for children up to
2. It is the only segment we have not
done. If you are 2 years of age or older,
we do it. We try to tell you how to stay
healthy, what you should eat, what you
should feed your child. This basically
fills in the gap for woman from when
they become pregnant until 2 years of
age.

I urge support of this amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
yield back all time. It is my under-
standing that we can proceed with a
voice vote on this amendment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, all time is
yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2345) was agreed
to.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The Senator from Oregon.

AMENDMENT NO. 2382

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President, I
call up my amendment No. 2382.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MERKLEY]
proposes an amendment numbered 2382.

The amendment is as follows:
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(Purpose: To require the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Corporation to provide crop insurance
for organic crops under similar terms and
conditions to crop insurance provided for
other crops)

On page 970, between lines 5 and 6, insert
the following:

SEC. 11019. CROP INSURANCE FOR ORGANIC

CROPS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 508(c)(6) of the
Federal Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C.
1508(c)(6)) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

‘(D) ORGANIC CROPS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—AS soon as possible, but
not later than the 2015 reinsurance year, the
Corporation shall offer producers of organic
crops price elections for all organic crops
produced in compliance with standards
issued by the Department of Agriculture
under the national organic program estab-
lished under the Organic Foods Production
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6501 et seq.) that reflect
the actual retail or wholesale prices, as ap-
propriate, received by producers for organic
crops, as determined by the Secretary using
all relevant sources of information.

‘‘(ii) ANNUAL REPORT.—The Corporation
shall submit to the Committee on Agri-
culture of the House of Representatives and
the Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition,
and Forestry of the Senate an annual report
on progress made in developing and improv-
ing Federal crop insurance for organic crops,
including—

‘(I) the numbers and varieties of organic
crops insured;

““(IT) the progress of implementing the
price elections required under this subpara-
graph, including the rate at which additional
price elections are adopted for organic crops;

‘“(ITII) the development of new insurance
approaches relevant to organic producers;
and

“(IV) any recommendations the Corpora-
tion considers appropriate to improve Fed-
eral crop insurance coverage for organic
crops.”.

(b) CONFORMING  AMENDMENT.—Section
522(c) of the Federal Crop Insurance Act (7
U.S.C. 1522(c)) (as amended by section 11018)
is amended—

(1) by striking paragraph (10); and

(2) by redesignating paragraphs (11)
through (20) as paragraphs (10) through (19),
respectively.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. There will now be 2 minutes of
debate equal divided on the amend-
ment.

The Senator from Oregon.

Mr. MERKLEY. Madam President,
this bill is about holding USDA ac-
countable. Organic farmers, when they
get crop insurance, pay a 5-percent pre-
mium upfront. The whole concept was
that on the back end they would be
compensated at the value of their or-
ganic crop should they need to utilize
their insurance. However, to establish
the price of the organic crop, USDA
has to do a study. We instructed them
to do this study 4 years ago, and they
have been dragging their feet. They
have done four crops out of the many
dozens.

Our organic farmers are left in the
most untenable position of paying the
premiums upfront but not getting the
fair organic prices on the back end.
This amendment says to get the stud-
ies done, which you were told to do 4
years ago, so the equation is fair to our
farmers.
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I am pleased that Senator OLYMPIA
SNOWE is a cosponsor.

I yield the floor and reserve the re-
mainder of my time.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President,
just for the information of the Senate,
Senator DEMINT’S amendment was
next, but we have not seen him on the
floor yet. So we moved to this amend-
ment. As soon as he arrives, we will re-
turn to the DeMint amendment.

It is my understanding that we can
proceed to a voice vote in the mean-
time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Who yields time?

Ms. STABENOW. I yield back all
time.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. All time is yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

Mr. ROBERTS. Madam President, I
ask for the yeas and nays.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there a sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
FRANKEN). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 63,
nays 36, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 140 Leg.]

YEAS—63
Akaka Gillibrand Moran
Baucus Grassley Murkowski
Begich Hagan Murray
Bennet Harkin Nelson (NE)
Bingaman Hoeven Nelson (FL)
Blumenthal Inouye Pryor
Boxer Johnson (SD) Reed
Brown (MA) Kerry Reid
Brown (OH) Klobuchar Rockefeller
Cantwell Kohl Sanders
Cardin Landrieu Schumer
Carper Lautenberg Shaheen
Casey Leahy Snowe
Coats Levin Stabenow
Collins Lieberman Tester
Conrad Lugar Udall (CO)
Coons Manchin Udall (NM)
Corker McCaskill Warner
Durbin Menendez Webb
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Franken Mikulski Wyden
NAYS—36
Alexander Enzi McConnell
Ayotte Graham Paul
Barrasso Hatch Portman
Blunt Heller Risch
Boozman Hutchison Roberts
Burr Inhofe Rubio
Chambliss Isakson Sessions
Coburn Johanns Shelby
Cochran Johnson (WI) Thune
Cornyn Kyl Toomey
Crapo Lee Vitter
DeMint McCain Wicker
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2382) was agreed
to.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Carolina.
AMENDMENT NO. 2273
Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, I wish to
bring up amendment No. 2273.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
DEMINT] proposes an amendment numbered
2273.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To eliminate the authority of the

Secretary to increase the amount of grants

provided to eligible entities relating to

providing access to broadband tele-
communications services in rural areas)

Beginning on page 765, strike line 9 and all
that follows through page 766, line 16, and in-
sert the following:

‘“(B) MAXIMUM.—The amount of any grant
made under this section shall not exceed 50
percent of the development costs of the
project for which the grant is provided.

‘(C) GRANT RATE.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish the grant rate for each project in ac-
cordance with regulations issued by the Sec-
retary that shall provide for a graduated
scale of grant rates that establish higher
rates for projects in communities that
have—

‘(i) remote locations;

‘(ii) low community populations;

¢“(iii) low income levels; and

‘“(iv) developed the applications of the
communities with the participation of com-
binations of stakeholders, including—

‘“(I) State, local, and tribal governments;

“(IT) nonprofit institutions;

‘“(ITI) institutions of higher education;

“(IV) private entities; and

(V) philanthropic organizations.’’;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided.

Mr. DEMINT. Mr. President, the farm
bill adds a new grant component to the
existing rural utility service broadband
loans and loan guarantee program. My
amendment would eliminate the au-
thority of the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture to increase the
taxpayer share of these broadband
grants beyond 50 percent.

Please keep in mind that these are
not direct loans, these are grants that
require no payback. It is important
that recipients have some skin in the
game so that they make good deci-
sions. My amendment allows the 50-
percent threshold cost sharing but does
not allow the Secretary to waive that
and make that a T7b-percent share by
the taxpayer.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this moment of fiscal sanity here.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise today to oppose this amendment.
It has a similar impact to one yester-
day we defeated by this Senator. It ba-
sically goes to the question of whether
we are going to allow investment in
rural communities—the hardest hit
communities, the farthest apart com-
munities—and whether they will have
access to broadband. It really goes to
small businesses, in small towns and
villages, and whether they are going to
have access to sell their products to
consumers around the globe. We are in
a global economy.

In the 1930s and 1940s, we did rural
electrification to make sure the farmer
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at the end of the road was connected
with electricity. This is the same kind
of thing, but it is the Internet. It is
broadband. We want to make sure ev-
erybody is connected, even those in the
remote, rural areas.

I yield back the remainder of my
time, and I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk called the
roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 55, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 141 Leg.]

YEAS—44
Alexander DeMint McCaskill
Ayotte Enzi McConnell
Barrasso Graham Paul
Blunt Grassley Portman
Boozman Hatch Risch
Brown (MA) Heller Roberts
B e e R
ambliss utchison ;
Coats Inhofe giseﬁons
Coburn Isakson y
Snowe
Cochran Johanns Th
Collins Johnson (WI) une
Corker Kyl Toomey
Cornyn Lee Vlltter
Crapo McCain Wicker
NAYS—55
Akaka Harkin Nelson (NE)
Baucus Inouye Nelson (FL)
Begich Johnson (SD) Pryor
Bennet Kerry Reed
Bingaman Klobuchar Reid
Blumenthal Kohl Rockefeller
Boxer Landrieu Sanders
Brown (OH) Lautenberg T N
Cantwell Leahy Schumer
: N Shaheen
Cardin Levin
o N Stabenow
Carper Lieberman Test,
Casey Lugar ester
Conrad Manchin Udall (CO)
Coons Menendez Udall (NM)
Durbin Merkley Warner
Feinstein Mikulski Webb
Franken Moran Whitehouse
Gillibrand Murkowski Wyden
Hagan Murray
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2273) was re-
jected.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote, and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

AMENDMENT NO. 2289

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 2289.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN]
proposes an amendment numbered 2289.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the amend-
ment be considered as read.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To reduce funding for the market

access program and to prohibit the use of

funds for reality television shows, wine

tastings, animal spa products, and cat or

dog food)

On page 293, strike lines 16 through 19, and
insert the following:

SEC. 3102. FUNDING FOR MARKET ACCESS PRO-
GRAM.

Section 211(c) of the Agricultural Trade
Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5641(c)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1)(A)—

(A) by striking ‘‘and” after ‘2005,”’; and

(B) by inserting ¢, and $160,000,000 for each
of fiscal years 2013 through 2017 after
©2012,”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

/(3) PROHIBITION ON USE OF FUNDS FOR CER-
TAIN ACTIVITIES.—None of the funds made
available to carry out this subsection shall
be used for—

‘“(A) wine tastings;

‘“(B) animal spa products;

“(C) reality television shows; or

‘(D) cat or dog food.”.

Mr. COBURN. This is an amendment
that falls in line with the recommenda-
tion of the administration as well as
every outside group that has ever
looked at this program.

The Department of Agriculture has
five access to marketing programs.
This is just one of them. The adminis-
tration recommended a 20-percent re-
duction. We have put forward an
amendment to reduce it by 20 percent.
We spend $2 billion over the next 10
years on market access. American con-
tribution of total world agricultural
products is on the decline in spite of
these programs, and the waste in these
programs—if we look at where the
money is spent—is unbelievable.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise to oppose my colleague’s amend-
ment.

The reality for us is that American
agricultural exports is one of the few
places where we have a trade surplus
right now, and we want to continue
that. The current program the Senator
is speaking about is all about exports.
It is all about jobs. For every $1 in-
vested in this particular market access
program, $35 is generated back into
economic activity. I think that is a
pretty good investment.

We know it is a very important part
of the future not only for our tradi-
tional production agricultural parts of
the country but for smaller value-
added food products which really is in
exports, and this supports that.

Mr. President, I reserve the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I as-
sume by the chairman’s response that
she supports the $20 million that went
into a reality TV show in India to pur-
chase cotton other than ‘‘made in the
United States.” That is where $20 mil-
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lion of it went. That is what is wrong
with this program.

I am not objecting to the fact that
we ought to have market access pro-
grams. But when we are wasting $20
million on something that has no con-
nection whatsoever with American ag-
ricultural products, we ought to reduce
or eliminate it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, let
me say again—and I am not familiar
with this. I know we are trying to rede-
velop an American denim industry. I
had a chance to actually visit a denim
factory in Texas. We are trying to sup-
port our cotton industry. I am not fa-
miliar with this, but I urge a ‘‘no”’
vote.

Mr. COBURN. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
UDALL of New Mexico). Are there any
other Senators in the Chamber desiring
to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 30,
nays 69, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 142 Leg.]

YEAS—30
Alexander Grassley Portman
Ayotte Hatch Risch
Burr Inhofe Rubio
Coats Johnson (WI) Sessions
Coburn Kyl Shelby
Corker Lee Tester
Cornyn McCain Thune
Crapo McCaskill Toomey
DeMint McConnell Vitter
Graham Paul Wicker
NAYS—69
Akaka Feinstein Merkley
Barrasso Franken Mikulski
Baucus Gillibrand Moran
Begich Hagan Murkowski
Bennet Harkin Murray
Bingaman Heller Nelson (NE)
Blumenthal Hoeven Nelson (FL)
Blunt Hutchison Pryor
Boozman Inouye Reed
Boxer Isakson Reid
Brown (MA) Johanns Roberts
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Cantwell Kerry Sanders
Cardin Klobuchar Schumer
Carper Kohl Shaheen
Casey Landrieu Snowe
Chambliss Lautenberg Stabenow
Cochran Leahy Udall (CO)
Collins Levin Udall (NM)
Conrad Lieberman Warner
Coons Lugar Webb
Durbin Manchin Whitehouse
Enzi Menendez Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2289) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.
AMENDMENT NO. 2293
Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I call up
the pending amendment No. 2293.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN]
proposes an amendment numbered 2293.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To limit subsidies for millionaires)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME LIMITATION

FOR CONSERVATION PROGRAMS.

Section 1001D(b)(2)(A) of the Food Security
Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C. 1308-3a(b)(2)(A)) is
amended—

(1) by striking “LIMITS.—’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘clause (ii),”” and inserting
“LIMITS.—Notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law,”’; and

(2) by striking clause (ii).

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, reduc-
ing our national debt—which now ex-
ceeds $15.8 trillion—is the most critical
issue facing our nation. Our country
simply cannot survive if we continue
down this unsustainable course. Every
area of the Federal budget should be
examined to determine, which pro-
grams should be priorities.

Federal conservation programs are a
good place to start. These programs
pay farmers and ranchers to either im-
plement conservation measures on
their farms, ‘‘working lands’’, or to idle
their land for conservation purposes,
and ‘‘land retirement’’.

Oftentimes, the financial assistance
offered by these programs incentivizes
what is already in the best financial in-
terests of farmers. Natural, market-
based incentives already exist to
achieve the efficiency and conservation
purposes of these programs without
taxpayer dollars. Not only that, but
these programs also pay farmers and
companies that have adjusted gross in-
comes, AGI, of $1 million or more.

Special rules allow the USDA to
waive income limitations for certain
programs, which it does on a regular
basis. The result is millions paid to
otherwise ineligible millionaires each
year.

In fact, over the past 2 years, USDA
waived the $1 million AGI cap for the
programs discussed below and paid a
total of $89,032,263 to individuals or en-
tities with an AGI of $1 million or
more. Allowing federal conservation
programs to make payments to those
with an adjusted gross income, AGI, of
$1 million or more is simply not a pri-
ority for taxpayers.

This amendment would prevent
USDA from paying millionaires by
eliminating the ability to issue waivers
that exempt program participants who
have an AGI of $1 million or more from
adhering to the program’s payment
limit rules.

In total, over a 2-year period, USDA
waived program requirements and
awarded over $84 million to individuals
and entities with an AGI of $1 million
or more.
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In 2009, the USDA waived program re-
quirements and paid two millionaires a
total of $10,234,520, which consisted
mainly of a $10 million payment to an
investment company in California for
restoring wetlands to protect the Ri-
parian Brush Rabbit.

In 2010, the Wetland Reserve Pro-
gram, WRP, program paid eight indi-
viduals with an AGI of $1 million over
$74 million. These included almost $22
million to a ranch in Florida. The com-
pany that owns the ranch describes
itself as a ‘‘privately held, family-
owned company with agricultural,
commercial real estate, and asset man-
agement operations.” That company
also states that it owns a number of
commercial real estate properties in
New Jersey and Florida. The company
also claims holdings that include
multi-tenant office buildings, parking
lots, a for-profit educational institu-
tion, restaurants, and retail property.

In 2010, USDA also paid over $31 mil-
lion to another ranch in Florida. The
payment was part of an $89 million pur-
chase by USDA of an easement that
places deed restrictions on the use of
the land along 26,000 acres of the
Fisheating Creek Watershed, partially
located on the ranch. USDA claimed
that the easement purchase would pro-
vide support for the crested caracara,
Florida panther, and the red-cockaded
woodpecker.

Recently, the owners of the ranch
listed 2,600 acres for sale for $18.2 mil-
lion. The property is described as a
working ranch with ‘‘tremendous
recreation and hunting attributes.”
The local newspaper has also reported
that same ranch was slated for a new
12,000-unit planned community.

Other entities and individuals with
an AGI of $1 million or more that re-
ceived WRP payments in 2010 include:

$7.92 million to a company in Texas
for ‘“‘restoration and protection of crit-
ical and unique wetlands’ on a prop-
erty known as East Nest Lake and
Osceola Plantation; $5.8 million to a
farm in North Carolina to promote a
“habitat for migratory birds and wet-
land dependent wildlife;”” $5.4 million
to a ranch in Florida for land with
“high potential to significantly im-
prove waterfowl and wading bird habi-
tat’” $900,853 to an individual in Kansas
to ‘“‘protect and [for] restoring . . . val-
uable wetland resources . . . for migra-
tory birds and other wildlife;” $227,203
to a company in New Hampshire for
“wetland restoration;” and $80,000 to
two individuals in Mississippi to ‘‘re-
store, protect and enhance wetlands.”

In 2010, USDA waived the $1 million
AGI requirement and paid a ranch
holding company over $2.7 million
through Grassland Reserve Program,
GRP, for ‘‘protection of critical and
unique grasslands.”

Last year, USDA paid four million-
aires a total of $592,097 through the En-
vironmental Quality Incentive Pro-
gram, EQIP, $299,847 of which was
aimed at protecting the Sage Grouse
by a ranch in California; $50,000 went to
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a farm. That farm is owned by the W.C.
Bradley Company, which is best known
for producing Char-Broil outdoor grills
and Zebco fishing supplies; remaining
amounts of $35,250 and $210,000 went to
two family trusts.

The Wildlife Habitat Incentive Pro-
gram paid $737,000 to three millionaire
recipients, with the majority of the
funds $449,662 going to protect the Sage
Grouse by a family trust in California.
A farm in Georgia also received $100,000
through WHIP for ‘‘promotion of at-
risk species habitat conservation.” The
remaining $187,540 went to a company
in New Jersey.

Farm and Ranch Land Protection
Program, FRPP paid $630,000 to a com-
pany in 2009 to protect Raspberry
Farms in Hampton Falls, New Hamp-
shire. Raspberry Farms formerly oper-
ated as a ‘‘popular pick-your-own ber-
ries and retail farm stand’ in the 1980s
and early 1990s.

The former farm was scheduled to be
developed for housing, but instead,
NRCS, in partnership with local enti-
ties, paid a total of $1.6 million to en-
sure the land will never be developed.

In 2010 USDA paid four individuals
and entities with an AGI of $1 million
or more a total of $75,540.

Again, this is a very straightforward
amendment. Last year the Department
of Agriculture paid $10 million to two
different individuals, who had an ad-
justed gross income of over $1 million,
through a waiver granted by the De-
partment of Agriculture. Both of these
were ineligible, but we give the Depart-
ment of Agriculture the right to waive
that. This amendment would restrict
that right for a waiver for people mak-
ing more than $1 million a year in
terms of conservation payments.

There is nothing wrong with con-
servation programs, but most often
these payments are paid in addition to
what people are going to do anyway. So
what the Department of Agriculture
has done is given well over $180 million
to millionaires through our conserva-
tion payment on programs they would
have otherwise done themselves.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. COBURN. I thank the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
would indicate that the conservation
program is a very strong, effective pro-
gram, but I am not objecting, nor is
the ranking member, to moving for-
ward with the vote. I believe the Mem-
ber wishes to have a record rollcall, is
that correct? So we would yield back
time and ask for a record rollcall vote.

Mr. COBURN. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 63,
nays 36, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 143 Leg.]

YEAS—63
Alexander Graham Menendez
Ayotte Grassley Merkley
Barrasso Hatch Mikulski
Bennet Heller Moran
Bingaman Hoeven Murkowski
Blunt Hutchison Nelson (NE)
Boozman Inhofe Paul
Brown (MA) Isakson Portman
Brown (OH) Johanns Risch
Burr Johnson (WI) Roberts
Chambliss Kerry Rockefeller
Coats Kyl Rubio
Coburn Landrieu Sessions
Cochran Lee Shelby
Collins Levin Snowe
Conrad Lieberman Stabenow
Corker Lugar Thune
Cornyn Manchin Toomey
Crapo McCain Vitter
DeMint McCaskill Wicker
Enzi McConnell Wyden

NAYS—36
Akaka Franken Pryor
Baucus Gillibrand Reed
Begich Hagan Reid
Blumenthal Harkin Sanders
Boxer Inouye Schumer
Cantwell Johnson (SD) Shaheen
Cardin Klobuchar Tester
Carper Kohl Udall (CO)
Casey Lautenberg Udall (NM)
Coons Leahy Warner
Durbin Murray Webb
Feinstein Nelson (FL) Whitehouse

NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2293) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

AMENDMENT NO. 2453

Ms. STABENOW. I call up my amend-
ment 2453 and ask unanimous consent
to add Senator SNOWE as a cOSponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Ms. STABE-
NOW] proposes an amendment numbered 2453.

Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous
consent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide assistance for certain
losses)

On page 1006, between lines 21 and 22, insert
the following:

““(4) ADDITIONAL AVAILABILITY.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—As soon as practicable
after October 1, 2013, the Secretary shall
make assistance available to producers of an
otherwise eligible crop described in sub-
section (a)(2) that suffered losses—

‘(i) to a 2012 annual fruit crop grown on a
bush or tree; and

‘‘(ii) in a county covered by a declaration
by the Secretary of a natural disaster for
production losses due to a freeze or frost.

‘““(B) ASSISTANCE.—The Secretary shall
make assistance available under subpara-
graph (A) in an amount equivalent to assist-
ance available under paragraph (1), less any
fees not previously paid under paragraph
(2).”.

Ms. STABENOW. This amendment
simply addresses what has happened
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with severe and devastating freezes
across the country for those who have
food crops and don’t have access to
crop insurance. This Farm Bill makes
great strides in expanding crop insur-
ance for fruit and vegetable growers in
the United States. However, these new
programs will not be available to pro-
ducers who suffered substantial—and in
some cases complete—losses this year.
This amendment would simply allow
those in the States that are affected to
buy into a program we have, called the
Non-Insured Disaster Program, that al-
lows them to get some Kind of help for
the freezes.

This provides them the same cov-
erage they will have in the years going
forward—this is the same Kkind of ex-
tension for 2012 losses that is available
for livestock producers. 29 States in
every part of the country have reported
major crop losses for 2012 due to frost
or freeze. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this amendment so these farmers
aren’t losing their business because of
bad weather.

I believe we can move forward with a
voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the amendment?

If not, the question is on agreeing to
the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2453) was agreed
to.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

AMENDMENT NO. 2454

Mr. KERRY. I call up amendment No.
2454, my amendment together with
Senator LUGAR.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To prohibit assistance to North

Korea under title IT of the Food for Peace

Act unless the President issues a national

interest waiver)

At the end of subtitle A of title III, add the
following:

SEC. 3015. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE FOR
NORTH KOREA.

(a) IN GENERAL.—No amounts may be obli-
gated or expended to provide assistance
under title II of the Food for Peace Act (7
U.S.C. 1721 et seq.) to the Democratic Peo-
ple’s Republic of Korea.

(b) NATIONAL INTEREST WAIVER.—The
President may waive subsection (a) if the
President determines and certifies to the
Committees on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry and Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate and the Committees on Agriculture and
Foreign Affairs of the House of Representa-
tives that the waiver is in the national inter-
est of the United States.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, the
Kerry-Lugar amendment is a side-by-
side amendment, frankly, which will
counter the amendment of the Senator
from Arizona, Mr. KYL.

We all join in abhorring the conduct
of the Government of North Korea. No-
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body contests that. The question here
is whether we want to have a complete
prohibition on any humanitarian as-
sistance, without the possibility of a
Presidential waiver in the event that
the President, as a matter of national
policy, as a matter of our humani-
tarian policy, decides that something
has changed in North Korea or there is
behavior that has been altered by
North Korea, as in Burma. If we don’t
have a Presidential waiver, the Kyl
amendment permanently locks in—
until there is other congressional ac-
tion—a complete prohibition on any
humanitarian assistance to the peo-
ple—not the government but the peo-
ple, the children and families of North
Korea.

Ronald Reagan said very clearly that
“‘a hungry child knows no politics.” I
believe we ought to uphold that prin-
ciple and have the Presidential waiver
in this particular case.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. I oppose the Kerry amend-
ment and hope it will be defeated and
that my amendment will be adopted.

Senator KERRY has appropriately
characterized the amendment as being
food aid to North Korea. However, it is
not just about abhorring North Korea’s
bad behavior but also the administra-
tion’s bad behavior. On four separate
occasions, the State Department as-
sured Members of this Senate that food
aid would not be used as a condition to
negotiations with the North Koreans;
that under no circumstances would the
United States provide any incentives
or rewards, is the way they put it, to
North Korea. In each case, we inquired,
and we specifically talked about the
food aid. Four times they said no, it
wouldn’t be done. Two weeks before the
negotiations were to begin this spring,
all of a sudden, $240 million in food aid
was put on the table, and only because
the North Koreans launched their so-
called satellite long-range missile were
those negotiations canceled.

So a national security interest that
can simply be provided by the Presi-
dent based on his views——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. KYL. Does not solve the problem.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, there is
much to counter that, but we do not
have the time to do it. But I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 59,
nays 40, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 144 Leg.]

YEAS—59
Akaka Gillibrand Nelson (NE)
Baucus Hagan Nelson (FL)
Begich Harkin Portman
Bennet Inouye Pryor
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Reed
Blumenthal Kerry Reid
Blunt Klobuchar Rockefeller
Boxer Kohl
Brown (MA) Landrieu Sjﬁgzz "
Brown (OH) Lautenberg Shaheen
Cantwell Leahy
Cardin Levin Snowe
Carper Lugar Stabenow
Casey Manchin Tester
Collins McCaskill Udall (CO)
Conrad Menendez Udall (NM)
Coons Merkley Warner
Durbin Mikulski Webb
Feinstein Murkowski Whitehouse
Franken Murray Wyden
NAYS—40
Alexander Graham McConnell
Ayotte Grassley Moran
Barrasso Hatch Paul
Boozman Heller Risch
Burr Hoeven Roberts
Chambliss Hutchison Rubio
Coats Inhofe Sessions
Coburn Isakson
Cochran Johanns %ﬁiﬁf
Corker Johnson (WI)
Cornyn Kyl Tf)omey
Crapo Lee Vl'tter
DeMint Lieberman Wicker
Enzi McCain
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2454) was agreed
to.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to
lay that motion on the table.

The motion to lay upon the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2354

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I call up my
amendment which is at the desk, No.
2354. I ask for its consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. KYL] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2354.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To prohibit assistance to North

Korea under title IT of the Food for Peace

Act)

At the end of subtitle A of title III, add the
following:

SEC. 3015. PROHIBITION ON ASSISTANCE FOR

NORTH KOREA.

No amounts may be obligated or expended
to provide assistance under title II of the
Food for Peace Act (7 U.S.C. 1721 et seq.) to
the Democratic People’s Republic of Korea.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, what I said
before was, on four separate occasions
over just a couple of months, the ad-
ministration had assured Members of
the Senate that it would not use food
aid as an enticement to the North Ko-
reans to come to the negotiating table.

Here are direct quotations from the
State Department, comments such as
“had no intention of rewarding them
for their actions that their government
has already agreed to take.” Re-
affirmed, ‘‘There are no financial in-
centives for North Korea to meet the
precepts or engage in talks.”
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Deputy Secretary of State Bill
Burns, ‘“To be clear, the Administra-
tion will not provide any financial in-
centives to Pyongyang. . . .”” et cetera,
on the negotiations. And further that
“any engagement with North Korea
will not be used as a mechanism to fun-
nel financial or other rewards to
Pyongyang.”

We also heard media reports and
asked them about them. They said no:

These media reports are not accurate. U.S.
policy toward North Korea has not changed.
We have no intention of rewarding North
Korea—

And so on. And a mere 3 weeks later,
we do exactly the opposite. That is why
a waiver for the President to say other-
wise does not do any good and why I
urge support——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. KYL. For my resolution which
simply prevents the administration
from providing food aid to North
Korea.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, there is
an important distinction here. If you
are going to provide humanitarian as-
sistance in some circumstance, and the
administration made good on its prom-
ise to do that, it is hard to separate it
from the events as they are going for-
ward that you do not control. No mat-
ter who is President, the Senate should
not tie the hands of any President with
respect to this policy.

Ronald Reagan said it best when he
said very clearly that ‘‘a hungry child
knows no politics.” That was Ronald
Reagan’s policy. That is the policy of
churches all across our country. The
fact is that if the Kyl amendment were
to pass, you will have tied the hands of
any President on a sensitive national
security issue where the President de-
serves that kind of flexibility.

Without a national interest waiver,
you lock into place a prohibition in
North Korea. What happens if suddenly
you had a change, as in Burma? You
would be locked in and unable to re-
spond to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. KERRY. You would take away
the option of the President. In the case
of Burma or other places, the President
has shown the flexibility. The Presi-
dent ought to have the flexibility here.
I hope we will not have a total prohibi-
tion on humanitarian assistance.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. KYL. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
CARDIN). Are there any other Senators
in the Chamber desiring to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 43,
nays 56, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 145 Leg.]

YEAS—43
Alexander Graham Moran
Ayotte Grassley Paul
Barrasso Hatch Portman
Boozman Heller Risch
Burr Hoeven Roberts
Chambliss Hutchison Rubio
SO%tS inh]gfe Sessions
oburn sakson

Cochran Johanns Sﬁzgaz
Collins Johnson (WI)

Thune
Corker Kyl T
Cornyn Lee QOm?y
Crapo Lieberman Vllttel
DeMint McCain Wicker
Enzi McConnell

NAYS—56
Akaka Gillibrand Murray
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE)
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bennet Inouye Pryor
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Reed
Blumenthal Kerry Reid
glunt gl%lclouchar Rockefeller
oxer ()

Brown (MA) Landrieu Sanders N

Schumer
Brown (OH) Lautenberg

Shaheen
Cantwell Leahy Stab
Cardin Levin tabenow
Carper Lugar Tester
Casey Manchin Udall (CO)
Conrad McCaskill Udall (NM)
Coons Menendez Warner
Durbin Merkley Webb
Feinstein Mikulski Whitehouse
Franken Murkowski Wyden

NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2354) was re-

jected.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mrs. MURRAY. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Colorado is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 2295

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I call up my amendment No. 2295.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Colorado [Mr. UDALL],
for himself, Mr. THUNE, Mr. BENNET, and Mr.
BAUCUS, proposes an amendment numbered
2295.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To increase the amounts author-

ized to be appropriated for the designation

of treatment areas)

On page 866, line 21, strike ‘$100,000,000’
and insert ‘“$200,000,000"".

Mr. UDALL of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have offered this amendment
with my colleague Senator THUNE from
South Dakota.

This is a commonsense amendment
that would increase resources to land
managers to address insect and disease
epidemics spreading across our forests,
while maintaining the farm bill’s more
than $23 billion in mandatory savings,
and that is important.

This bark beetle epidemic, which is
in many States, has left dangerous
dead and dying stands of trees that
worsen the threat from forest fires.
This is particularly evident to Colo-
radans because, today, we have an 86-
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square-mile fire, and more than 1,600
brave firefighters are challenging this
blaze, which is already the most de-
structive fire in Colorado’s history. We
don’t expect to fully defeat this fire or
bring it to ground for several weeks.

The Forest Service has set a goal of
doubling the number of acres treated
to address beetle kill and prevent for-
est fires. This amendment would help
them reach that goal. If we don’t pass
the amendment, they will not have the
wherewithal and resources to do so.

I ask my colleagues to support this
bipartisan amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I am
not going to speak in opposition, but I
do ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There is a sufficient
second.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 77,
nays 22, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 146 Leg.]

YEAS—T7
Akaka Gillibrand Murkowski
Alexander Graham Murray
Barrasso Hagan Nelson (NE)
Baucus Harkin Nelson (FL)
Begich Heller Pryor
Bennet Hoeven Reed
Bingaman Inouye Reid
Blumenthal Isakson Risch
Blunt Johanns Roberts
Boozman Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Boxer Kerry Sanders
Brown (OH) Klobuchar Schumer
Cantwell Kohl .

N Sessions
Cardin Kyl Shah
Carper Landrieu anheen
Casey Lautenberg Shelby
Coburn Leahy Snowe
Cochran Levin Stabenow
Collins Lieberman Tester
Conrad Lugar Thune
Coons Manchin Udall (CO)
Crapo McCain Udall (NM)
Durbin McConnell Warner
Enzi Menendez Webb
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Franken Mikulski Wicker

NAYS—22
Ayotte Grassley Paul
Brown (MA) Hatch Portman
Burr Hutchison Rubio
Chambliss Inhofe Toomey
Coats Johnson (WI) Vitter
Corker Lee Wyden
Cornyn McCaskill
DeMint Moran
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2295) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

AMENDMENT NO. 2313

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 2313.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

The assistant bill clerk read as fol-
lows:

The Senator from Utah [Mr. LEE] proposes
an amendment numbered 2313.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To repeal the forest legacy
program)

Beginning on page 862, strike line 15 and
all that follows through page 863, line 2, and
insert the following:

SEC. 8103. FOREST LEGACY PROGRAM.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7 of the Coopera-
tive Forestry Assistance Act of 1978 (16
U.S.C. 2103c) is repealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 2A(c) of the Cooperative For-
estry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C.
2101a(c)) is amended—

(A) in paragraph (3), by inserting ‘‘and”
after the semicolon;

(B) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘; and”’
and inserting a period; and

(C) by striking paragraph (5).

(2) Section 19(b)(2) of the Cooperative For-

estry Assistance Act of 1978 (16 U.S.C.
2113(b)(2)) is amended—
(A) in subparagraph (B), by inserting

“‘and”’ after the semicolon;

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking °‘;
and’ and inserting a period; and

(C) by striking subparagraph (D).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate, with
the Senator from Utah recognized for 1
minute.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I offer this
amendment to repeal the Forest Leg-
acy Program. This is a program de-
signed to protect lands in the United
States. It is important to remember
that the Federal Government is al-
ready a massive landowner. It has
abundant programs already in place to
conserve that land, to protect it. The
Federal Government owns about two-
thirds of the land in my own State. It
owns nearly 30 percent of the land mass
within the territorial boundaries of the
United States. We do a lot to conserve
that land. But when we use this
money—money estimated to amount to
about $200 million a year in authoriza-
tion, about $1 billion over a 5-year pe-
riod—we are using that money to take
land out of use. We are using that
money to pay people not to use their
land for anything. Whenever we look
for areas in which we can save money,
one area is to not pay people not to use
their land.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Who yields time in opposition?

The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I strong-
ly oppose the Lee amendment to repeal
the Forest Legacy Program, and urge
all Senators to do the same. For more
than two decades, this program has led
to the conservation of over 2.2 million
acres of working forest lands in 49
states. The National Association of
Forest Owners estimates that U.S. for-
ests support more than 2.9 million jobs
and contribute $115 billion towards the
gross domestic product.

Better still, the Forest Legacy Pro-
gram does not use taxpayer dollars for
Federal funds, but instead relies on a
very small percentage of oil drilling re-
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ceipts. The benefits of this program far
outweigh any cost to the taxpayer, a
claim that cannot be made by many
other Federal programs.

Repealing this program would be a
tragic mistake, especially at a time
when the Nation’s forests are under at-
tack from real estate development and
urban sprawl, among other enemies.
The U.S. is projected to lose up to 75
million acres of forest over the next
half century. As forest areas are frag-
mented and disappear, so too do the
benefits they provide. This program is
essential to protect these benefits and
ensure that we have a healthy environ-
ment and strong rural economies in the
future. I strongly oppose this amend-
ment and urge all Senators to do the
same.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The question is on agreeing to
amendment No. 2313.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

Mr. CARDIN. Is there a sufficient
second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. DURBIN. I announce that the
Senator from Maryland (Ms. MIKULSKI)
is necessarily absent.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 21,
nays 77, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 147 Leg.]

YEAS—21
Barrasso Hatch McConnell
Blunt Inhofe Moran
Coats Johanns Murkowski
Coburn Johnson (WI) Paul
Cornyn Kyl Rubio
DeMint Lee Toomey
Enzi McCain Vitter
NAYS—T77
Akaka Franken Nelson (NE)
Alexander Gillibrand Nelson (FL)
Ayotte Graham Portman
Baucus Grassley Pryor
Begich Hagan Reed
Bennet Harkin Reid
Bingaman Heller Risch
Blumenthal Hoevep Roberts
goozman i{utchlson Rockefeller
oxer nouye
Brown (MA) Isakson Z:ﬁgz:r
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) Sessions
Burr Kerry Shaheen
Cantwell Klobuchar
Cardin Kohl Shelby
Carper Landrieu Snowe
Casey Lautenberg Stabenow
Chambliss Leahy Tester
Cochran Levin Thune
Collins Lieberman Udall (CO)
Conrad Lugar Udall (NM)
Coons Manchin Warner
Corker McCaskill Webb
Crapo Menendez Whitehouse
Durbin Merkley Wicker
Feinstein Murray Wyden
NOT VOTING—2
Kirk Mikulski

The amendment (No. 2313) was re-
jected.
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Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mr. LEAHY. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, right now
we have 34 amendments left plus final
passage. That is 11 hours. I was hoping
we could dispose of quite a few of these
on voice, but that has not worked out
very well. We have had a number of
people who offered to have their votes
by voice, but those were objected to.

We have to finish this bill. We have
to do flood insurance this week. I know
people have schedules. We have all
kinds of things going on, but we have
to show a little bit of understanding
about the ordeal we have ahead of us.

I am confident we are not going to
stay here until 2 o’clock this morning,
but we are going to stay here a while
because until we have a way of fin-
ishing this bill that is set in stone, we
are going to have to proceed forward.
This is an important piece of legisla-
tion but also flood insurance is an ex-
tremely important piece of legislation.
If we do not complete that by the end
of this month, there will be thousands
and thousands of people who cannot
close their loans every day—not a
month, every day.

With the economy in the state it is in
now, we need to close every loan, every
home that is purchased, every commer-
cial piece of property that is bought.
We have to close those now. We cannot
tell the American people we tried to
get it done, but we could not because
we were—whatever.

People have indicated they want to
get out of here early tonight. There
may be somebody who wants to get out
of here earlier tonight than I, but I
would be happy to debate that subject
with them. But we need to show some
cooperation. We have two of the finest
Senators we could have managing this
bill. Let’s work together and get this
done.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

AMENDMENT NO. 2457, AS MODIFIED

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, I ask to
call up amendment No. 2457 and ask
the clerk to report.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER],
for himself, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. KIRK, and Mr.
BENNET, proposes an amendment numbered
2457.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of Tuesday, June 19,
2012, under ‘“‘Text of Amendments.”’)

Mr. WARNER. I further ask the
amendment be modified with the
changes at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:
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(Purpose: To improve access to broadband
telecommunication services in rural areas)

Strike section 6104 and insert the fol-

lowing:

SEC. 6104. ACCESS TO BROADBAND TELE-
COMMUNICATIONS SERVICES IN
RURAL AREAS.

Section 601 of the Rural Electrification Act
of 1936 (7 U.S.C. 950bb) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘loans
and’ and inserting ‘‘grants, loans, and’’;

(2) in subsection (b), by striking paragraph
(3) and inserting the following:

‘“(3) RURAL AREA.—The term ‘rural area’
means any area described in section 3002 of
the Consolidated Farm and Rural Develop-
ment Act.”’;

(3) in subsection (¢c)—

(A) in the subsection heading, by striking
“LOANS AND” and inserting ‘“‘GRANTS, LOANS,
AND’’;

(B) in paragraph (1), by inserting ‘‘make
grants and’’ after ‘‘Secretary shall’’;

(C) by striking paragraph (2) and inserting
the following:

¢(2) PRIORITY.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In making grants, loans,
or loan guarantees under paragraph (1), the
Secretary shall—

‘(i) establish not less than 2, and not more
than 4, evaluation periods for each fiscal
year to compare grant, loan, and loan guar-
antee applications and to prioritize grants,
loans, and loan guarantees to all or part of
rural communities that do not have residen-
tial broadband service that meets the min-
imum acceptable level of broadband service
established under subsection (e);

‘‘(ii) give the highest priority to applicants
that offer to provide broadband service to
the greatest proportion of unserved rural
households or rural households that do not
have residential broadband service that
meets the minimum acceptable level of
broadband service established under sub-
section (e), as—

‘“(I) certified by the affected community,
city, county, or designee; or

‘“(IT) demonstrated on—

‘“‘(aa) the broadband map of the affected
State if the map contains address-level data;
or

‘““(bb) the National Broadband Map if ad-
dress-level data is unavailable; and

‘(iii) provide equal consideration to all
qualified applicants, including those that
have not previously received grants, loans,
or loan guarantees under paragraph (1).

‘“(B) OTHER.—After giving priority to the
applicants described in subparagraph (A), the
Secretary shall then give priority to projects
that serve rural communities—

‘(i) with a population of less than 20,000
permanent residents;

‘(i) experiencing outmigration;

‘‘(iii) with a high percentage of low-income
residents; and

‘“(iv) that are isolated from other signifi-
cant population centers.”’; and

(D) by adding at the end the following:

““(3) GRANT AMOUNTS.—

‘“(A) ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible for a
grant under this section, the project that is
the subject of the grant shall be carried out
in a rural area.

‘(B) MAXIMUM.—Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (D), the amount of any grant
made under this section shall not exceed 50
percent of the development costs of the
project for which the grant is provided.

‘(C) GRANT RATE.—The Secretary shall es-
tablish the grant rate for each project in ac-
cordance with regulations issued by the Sec-
retary that shall provide for a graduated
scale of grant rates that establish higher
rates for projects in communities that
have—
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‘(i) remote locations;

‘“(ii) low community populations;

¢“(iii) low income levels;

‘“(iv) developed the applications of the
communities with the participation of com-
binations of stakeholders, including—

“(I) State, local, and tribal governments;

““(IT) nonprofit institutions;

¢“(III) institutions of higher education;

“(IV) private entities; and

(V) philanthropic organizations; and

‘“‘(v) targeted funding to provide the min-
imum acceptable level of broadband service
established under subsection (e) in all or part
of an unserved community that is below that
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv-
ice.

‘(D) SECRETARIAL AUTHORITY TO ADJUST.—
The Secretary may make grants of up to 75
percent of the development costs of the
project for which the grant is provided to an
eligible entity if the Secretary determines
that the project serves a remote or low in-
come area that does not have access to
broadband service from any provider of
broadband service (including the appli-
cant).”’;

(4) in subsection (d)—

(A) in paragraph (1)(A)—

(i) in the matter preceding clause (i), by

striking ‘“‘loan or” and inserting ‘‘grant,
loan, or’’;

(ii) by striking clause (i) and inserting the
following:

‘(i) demonstrate the ability to furnish, im-
prove in order to meet the minimum accept-
able level of broadband service established
under subsection (e), or extend broadband
service to all or part of an unserved rural
area or an area below the minimum accept-
able level of broadband service established
under subsection (e);”’;

(iii) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘a loan ap-
plication” and inserting ‘‘an application’’;
and

(iv) in clause (iii)—

(I) by striking ‘‘the loan application’ and
inserting ‘‘the application’’; and

(IT) by striking ‘‘proceeds from the loan
made or guaranteed under this section are”
and inserting ‘‘assistance under this section
is”’;

(B) in paragraph (2)—

(i) in subparagraph (A)—

(I) in the matter preceding clause (i)—

(aa) by striking ‘‘the proceeds of a loan
made or guaranteed’” and inserting ‘‘assist-
ance’’; and

(bb) by striking ‘‘for the loan or loan guar-
antee’’ and inserting ‘‘of the eligible entity’’;

(IT) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘is offered
broadband service by not more than 1 incum-
bent service provider” and inserting ‘‘are
unserved or have service levels below the
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv-
ice established under subsection (e)”’; and

(ITI) in clause (ii), by striking ‘3 and in-
serting ‘2”’;

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) and in-
serting the following:

“(B) ADJUSTMENTS.—

‘(i) INCREASE.—The Secretary may in-
crease the household percentage requirement
under subparagraph (A)({) if—

(D) more than 25 percent of the costs of
the project are funded by grants made under
this section; or

““(IT) the proposed service territory in-
cludes 1 or more communities with a popu-
lation in excess of 20,000.

‘(ii) REDUCTION.—The Secretary may re-
duce the household percentage requirement
under subparagraph (A)(i)—

‘“(I) to not less than 15 percent, if the pro-
posed service territory does not have a popu-
lation in excess of 5,000 people; or
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“(II) to not less than 18 percent, if the pro-
posed service territory does not have a popu-
lation in excess of 7,500 people.”’; and

(iii) in subparagraph (C)—

(I) in the subparagraph heading, by strik-
ing ‘3’ and inserting ‘‘2”’; and

(IT) in clause (i), by inserting ‘‘the min-
imum acceptable level of broadband service
established under subsection (e) in” after
‘“‘service to’’;

(C) in paragraph (3)—

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘loan
or’”’ and inserting ‘‘grant, loan, or’’; and

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by adding at the
end the following:

“4(iii) INFORMATION.—Information sub-
mitted under this subparagraph shall be—

“(I) certified by the affected community,
city, county, or designee; and

‘(IT) demonstrated on—

‘‘(aa) the broadband map of the affected
State if the map contains address-level data;
or

‘“‘(bb) the National Broadband Map if ad-
dress-level data is unavailable.’’;

(D) in paragraph (4)—

(1) by striking ‘‘Subject to paragraph (1),”
and inserting the following:

“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (1)
and subparagraph (B),”’;

(ii) by striking ‘‘loan or” and inserting
‘“‘grant, loan, or’’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘(B) PILOT PROGRAMS.—The Secretary may
carry out pilot programs in conjunction with
interested entities described in subparagraph
(A) (which may be in partnership with other
entities, as determined appropriate by the
Secretary) to address areas that are
unserved or have service levels below the
minimum acceptable level of broadband serv-
ice established under subsection (e).”’;

(E) in paragraph (5)—

(i) in the matter preceding subparagraph
(A), by striking ‘“‘loan or” and inserting
‘“‘grant, loan, or’’; and

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ¢, and
proportion relative to the service territory,”
after ‘‘estimated number’’;

(F') in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘loan or”’
and inserting ‘‘grant, loan, or’’;

(G) in paragraph (7), by striking ‘‘a loan
application’ and inserting ‘‘an application’;
and

(H) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(8) TRANSPARENCY AND REPORTING.—The
Secretary—

‘“(A) shall require any entity receiving as-
sistance under this section to submit quar-
terly, in a format specified by the Secretary,
a report that describes—

‘(i) the use by the entity of the assistance,
including new equipment and capacity en-
hancements that support high-speed
broadband access for educational institu-
tions, health care providers, and public safe-
ty service providers (including the estimated
number of end users who are currently using
or forecasted to use the new or upgraded in-
frastructure); and

‘‘(ii) the progress towards fulfilling the ob-
jectives for which the assistance was grant-
ed, including—

‘(I) the number and location of residences
and Dbusinesses that will receive new
broadband service, existing network service
improvements, and facility upgrades result-
ing from the Federal assistance;

‘“(IT) the speed of broadband service;

‘“(IIT) the price of broadband service;

“(IV) any changes in broadband service
adoption rates, including new subscribers
generated from demand-side projects; and

(V) any other metrics the Secretary de-
termines to be appropriate

‘“(B) shall maintain a fully searchable
database, accessible on the Internet at no
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cost to the public, that contains, at a min-
imum—

‘(i) a list of each entity that has applied
for assistance under this section;

‘‘(i1) a description of each application, in-
cluding the status of each application;

‘“(iii) for each entity receiving assistance
under this section—

‘“(I) the name of the entity;

‘“(IT) the type of assistance being received;

‘“(IIT) the purpose for which the entity is
receiving the assistance; and

‘(IV) each quarterly report submitted
under subparagraph (A); and

“(iv) such other information as is suffi-
cient to allow the public to understand and
monitor assistance provided under this sec-
tion;

‘“(C) shall, in addition to other authority
under applicable law, establish written pro-
cedures for all broadband programs adminis-
tered by the Secretary that, to the max-
imum extent practicable—

‘(i) recover funds from loan defaults;

““(i1)(I) deobligate awards to grantees that
demonstrate an insufficient level of perform-
ance (including failure to meet build-out re-
quirements, service quality issues, or other
metrics determined by the Secretary) or
wasteful or fraudulent spending; and

‘“(IT) award those funds, on a competitive
basis, to new or existing applicants con-
sistent with this section; and

‘(iii) consolidate and minimize overlap
among the programs;

‘(D) with respect to an application for as-
sistance under this section, shall—

‘(i) promptly post on the website of the
Rural Utility Service—

“(I) an announcement that identifies—

‘‘(aa) each applicant;

‘““(bb) the amount and type of support re-
quested by each applicant; and

‘“(IT) a list of the census block groups or
proposed service territory, in a manner spec-
ified by the Secretary, that the applicant
proposes to service;

‘“(ii) provide not less than 15 days for
broadband service providers to voluntarily
submit information about the broadband
services that the providers offer in the
groups or tracts listed under clause (i)(II) so
that the Secretary may assess whether the
applications submitted meet the eligibility
requirements under this section; and

‘“(iii) if no broadband service provider sub-
mits information under clause (ii), consider
the number of providers in the group or tract
to be established by reference to—

‘“(I) the most current National Broadband
Map of the National Telecommunications
and Information Administration; or

“(II) any other data regarding the avail-
ability of broadband service that the Sec-
retary may collect or obtain through reason-
able efforts; and

‘“‘(E) may establish additional reporting
and information requirements for any recipi-
ent of any assistance under this section so as
to ensure compliance with this section.’’;

(5) in subsection (e)—

(A) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3); and

(B) by striking paragraph (1) and inserting
the following:

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2),
for purposes of this section, the minimum
acceptable level of broadband service for a
rural area shall be at least—

‘“(A) a 4-Mbps downstream transmission
capacity; and

‘(B) a 1-Mbps upstream transmission ca-
pacity.

““(2) ADJUSTMENTS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—At least once every 2
years, the Secretary shall review, and may
adjust, the minimum acceptable level of
broadband service established under para-
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graph (1) to ensure that high quality, cost-ef-
fective broadband service is provided to rural
areas over time.

‘“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In making an ad-
justment to the minimum acceptable level of
broadband service under subparagraph (A),
the Secretary may consider establishing dif-
ferent transmission rates for fixed broadband
service and mobile broadband service.’’;

(6) in subsection (f), by striking ‘“‘make a
loan or loan guarantee’ and inserting ‘‘pro-
vide assistance’’;

(7) in subsection (g), by striking paragraph
(2) and inserting the following:

‘(2) TERMS.—In determining the term and
conditions of a loan or loan guarantee, the
Secretary may—

““(A) consider whether the recipient would
be serving an area that is unserved; and

‘(B) if the Secretary makes a determina-
tion in the affirmative under subparagraph
(A), establish a limited initial deferral period
or comparable terms necessary to achieve
the financial feasibility and long-term sus-
tainability of the project.”’;

(8) in subsection (j)—

(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking ‘‘loan and loan guarantee’’;

(B) in paragraph (1)—

(i) by inserting ‘‘grants and’ after ‘‘num-
ber of”’; and

(ii) by inserting ‘¢, including any loan
terms or conditions for which the Secretary
provided additional assistance to unserved
areas’’ before the semicolon at the end;

(C) in paragraph (2)—

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘loan’’;
and

(ii) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘loans
and” and inserting ‘‘grants, loans, and’’;

(D) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘loan’’;

(E) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘and” at
the end;

(F) in paragraph (6), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(G) by adding at the end the following:

““(7T) the overall progress towards fulfilling
the goal of improving the quality of rural
life by expanding rural broadband access, as
demonstrated by metrics, including—

““(A) the number of residences and busi-
nesses receiving new broadband services;

‘(B) network improvements, including fa-
cility upgrades and equipment purchases;

‘(C) average broadband speeds and prices
on a local and statewide basis;

‘(D) any changes in broadband adoption
rates; and

‘“(E) any specific activities that increased
high speed broadband access for educational
institutions, health care providers. and pub-
lic safety service providers.”’; and

(9) by redesignating subsections (k) and (1)
as subsections (1) and (m), respectively;

(10) by inserting after subsection (j) the
following:

(k) BROADBAND BUILDOUT DATA.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—ASs a condition of receiv-
ing a grant, loan, or loan guarantee under
this section, a recipient of assistance shall
provide to the Secretary address-level
broadband buildout data that indicates the
location of new broadband service that is
being provided or upgraded within the serv-
ice territory supported by the grant, loan, or
loan guarantee—

““(A) for purposes of inclusion in the semi-
annual updates to the National Broadband
Map that is managed by the National Tele-
communications and Information Adminis-
tration (referred to in this subsection as the
‘Administration’); and

“(B) not later than 30 days after the earlier
of—

‘(i) the date of completion of any project
milestone established by the Secretary; or

‘‘(ii) the date of completion of the project.
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‘“(2) ADDRESS-LEVEL DATA.—Effective be-
ginning on the date the Administration re-
ceives data described in paragraph (1), the
Administration shall use only address-level
broadband buildout data for the National
Broadband Map.

*“(3) CORRECTIONS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sub-
mit to the Administration any correction to
the National Broadband Map that is based on
the actual level of broadband coverage with-
in the rural area, including any requests for
a correction from an elected or economic de-
velopment official.

‘‘(B) INCORPORATION.—Not later than 30
days after the date on which the Administra-
tion receives a correction submitted under
subparagraph (A), the Administration shall
incorporate the correction into the National
Broadband Map.

‘(C) USE.—If the Secretary has submitted
a correction to the Administration under
subparagraph (A), but the National
Broadband Map has not been updated to re-
flect the correct by the date on which the
Secretary is making a grant or loan award
decision under this section, the Secretary
may use the correction submitted under that
subparagraph for purposes of make the grant
or loan award decision.”’;

(11) subsection (1) (as redesignated by para-
graph (9)—

(A) in paragraph (1)—

(i) by striking ‘$25,000,000” and inserting
¢°$50,000,000°’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘2012”’ and inserting ‘‘2017"’;
and

(B) in paragraph (2)(A)—

(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘and” at the
end;

(ii) in clause (ii), by striking the period at
the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(iii) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(iii) set aside at least 1 percent to be used
for—

“(I) conducting oversight under this sec-
tion; and

“(I) implementing accountability meas-
ures and related activities authorized under
this section.”; and

(12) in subsection (m) (as redesignated by
paragraph (9))—

(A) by striking ‘loan or”
‘“‘grant, loan, or’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘2012” and inserting ‘2017’.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be 2 minutes of debate. The Sen-
ator from Virginia is recognized.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, this is
a broad, bipartisan amendment—War-
ner-Crapo-Kirk-Shaheen-Bennet-Webb.
It basically does three things in the
broadband area. It accelerates access
to those areas that are underserved. As
a matter of fact, we have a 2009 USDA
IG report which showed that less than
3 percent of loans provided by RUS
went toward unserved communities.
This will move forward in that area.

Second, it creates greater access and
transparency and accountability stand-
ards for RUS and applicants. These are
items that were brought forward from
the GAO and the IG of the USDA and
CRS. It also allows greater levels of ac-
countability in ensuring that those
States that collect data by address—
that that information is related to
RUS, so we don’t have counties where
certain parts are served and other
parts are left unserved, never able to
get access. It has the broad support of
the U.S. Conference of Catholic
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Bishops, National Taxpayers Union,
the League of Rural Voters.

I ask bipartisan support of this
amendment.

Mr. LEAHY, Mr. President, I have
long believed that Congress must work
to enact policies that promote the de-
ployment of broadband in rural Amer-
ica. There is no doubt that rural areas
lag behind the rest of the country when
it comes to access to affordable, qual-
ity, high-speed Internet. As the Inter-
net rapidly evolves beyond what the
slow speeds offered by dial up service
can handle, broadband service is no
longer a luxury, it is a necessity.
Today, I voted against an amendment
that, while well intentioned, may have
the unintended consequence of making
it harder for the Rural Utilities Service
to incentivize broadband expansion and
competition in rural areas like
Vermont.

I support the provisions in the under-
lying farm bill that seek to provide ad-
ditional forms of assistance to
broadband projects in rural areas, and I
had hoped that the Senate would not
significantly alter these provisions. It
is important to ensure that the Rural
Utilities Service has the flexibility it
needs to provide assistance to rural
areas—both those that have no service
at all and those that have inadequate
service.

Senator WARNER’s amendment does
contain elements that I support, in-
cluding provisions that will help to im-
prove transparency and accountability
within the Rural Utilities Service Pro-
gram. Unfortunately, it may go too far
in refocusing the scope of the program
at the expense of rural communities in
Vermont.

I look forward to continuing my
work in the Senate to expand
broadband service and competition in
rural America.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time in opposition?

Ms. STABENOW. I am not yielding
time in opposition. I commend Senator
WARNER and everyone on this amend-
ment for their tremendous amount of
work. It makes a tremendous amount
of sense. It is real reform. I believe we
have an understanding to proceed with
a voice vote on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 2457, as modified.

The amendment (No. 2457), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. BEGICH. Mr. President, I would
like to have the RECORD reflect if there
had been a rollcall vote, I would have
voted no on this item.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. I wish to
be recorded also as I would have voted
no.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

AMENDMENT NO. 2314

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I call up my
amendment No. 2314 at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
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The Senator from Utah [Mr. LEE] proposes
an amendment numbered 2314.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To repeal the conservation stew-

ardship program and the conservation re-

serve program)

Strike subtitles A and B of title II and in-
sert the following:

SEC. 2001. REPEAL OF CONSERVATION RESERVE
PROGRAM.

Subchapter B of chapter 2 of subtitle D of
title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16
U.S.C. 3831 et seq.) is repealed.

SEC. 2101. REPEAL OF CONSERVATION STEWARD-
SHIP PROGRAM.

Subchapter B of chapter 2 of subtitle D of
title XII of the Food Security Act of 1985 (16
U.S.C. 3838d et seq.) is repealed.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There is
2 minutes of debate, equally divided.
The Senator from Utah is recognized
for 1 minute.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I propose
amendment No. 2314 to repeal the Con-
servation Reserve Program and the
Conservation Stewardship Program.
Here we have another instance of the
Federal Government paying people not
to use their land. In this circumstance,
they are being paid not to grow crops
on their land, not to use agricultural
land.

We have an almost $16 trillion debt.
CBO says this amendment would save
over $15 billion in mandatory spending
over 10 years. Not doing something is
something that should be free. Only
the Federal Government would try to
defend the practice of spending billions
and billions of dollars—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator will suspend for a moment. Sen-
ators will please take their conversa-
tions out of the well.

The Senator from Utah.

Mr. LEE. Only the Federal Govern-
ment would try to defend the barbaric,
outmoded practice of paying people bil-
lions of dollars not to use their land.
That is what these programs do. We
need to get rid of them. That is why I
propose this amendment. I invite my
colleagues to join me in supporting it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
strongly oppose this amendment. We
have over 643 conservation and envi-
ronmental groups from every State in
the Union supporting our conservation
reforms in this bill. This is about pro-
tecting land and water and air habitat,
wetlands. Ducks Unlimited is a huge
supporter of what we have been doing.

The Conservation Reserve Program,
which has been in place for 25 years,
was shown last year, with the drought,
to have had a tremendous effect. We
saw some of the worst droughts on
record since the Dust Bowl in the last
number of months, but we did not have
a Dust Bowl and that is because the
CRP prevented erosion and the soil
stayed where it should stay. This is
about our country, protecting our land,
resources for our children and grand-
children.

I strongly urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. All those in favor, signify by
saying aye.

(Chorus of ayes.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No?

(Chorus of nays.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The noes
appear to have it.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
MERKLEY). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 15,
nays 84, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 148 Leg.]

YEAS—15
Ayotte Hatch Murkowski
Coats Johnson (WI) Paul
Coburn Kyl Rubio
Corker Lee Toomey
DeMint McCain Vitter
NAYS—84
Akaka Franken Mikulski
Alexander Gillibrand Moran
Barrasso Graham Murray
Baucus Grassley Nelson (NE)
Begich Hagan Nelson (FL)
Bennet Harkin Portman
Bingaman Heller Pryor
Blumenthal Hoeven Reed
Blunt Hutchison Reid
Boozman Inhofe Risch
Boxer Inouye Roberts
Brown (MA) Isakson Rockefeller
Brown (OH) Johanns Sanders
Burr Johnson (SD) Schumer
Cantwell Kerry Sessions
Cardin Klobuchar Shaheen
Carper Kohl Shelby
Casey Landrieu Snowe
Chambliss Lautenberg Stabenow
Cochran Leahy Tester
Collins Levin Thune
Conrad Lieberman Udall (CO)
Coons Lugar Udall (NM)
Cornyn Manchin Warner
Crapo McCaskill Webb
Durbin McConnell Whitehouse
Enzi Menendez Wicker
Feinstein Merkley Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2314) was re-
jected.
Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I

move to reconsider and to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2427

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, be-
fore moving to Senator WYDEN’s
amendment, we want to go back to an
agreed-upon amendment, which is
Schumer amendment No. 2427, to in-
crease research, education, and pro-
motion of maple products.

I call up amendment No. 2427, and I
ask unanimous consent that we move
forward with a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Michigan [Ms. STABE-
Now], for Mr. SCHUMER, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 2427.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To support State and tribal gov-

ernment efforts to promote research and

education related to maple syrup produc-
tion, natural resource sustainability in the
maple syrup industry, market promotion
of maple products, and greater access to
lands containing maple trees for maple-
sugaring activities, and for other purposes)

On page 1009, after line 11, add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 12207. ACER ACCESS AND DEVELOPMENT
PROGRAM.

(a) GRANTS AUTHORIZED; AUTHORIZED AC-
TIVITIES.—The Secretary of Agriculture may
make grants to States and tribal govern-
ments to support their efforts to promote
the domestic maple syrup industry through
the following activities:

(1) Promotion of research and education re-
lated to maple syrup production.

(2) Promotion of natural resource sustain-
ability in the maple syrup industry.

(3) Market promotion for maple syrup and
maple-sap products.

(4) Encouragement of owners and operators
of privately held land containing species of
tree in the genus Acer—

(A) to initiate or expand maple-sugaring
activities on the land; or

(B) to voluntarily make the land available,
including by lease or other means, for access
by the public for maple-sugaring activities.

(b) APPLICATIONS.—In submitting an appli-
cation for a grant under this section, a State
or tribal government shall include—

(1) a description of the activities to be sup-
ported using the grant funds;

(2) a description of the benefits that the
State or tribal government intends to
achieve as a result of engaging in such ac-
tivities; and

(3) an estimate of the increase in maple-
sugaring activities or maple syrup produc-
tion that the State or tribal government an-
ticipates will occur as a result of engaging in
such activities.

(¢) RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER LAWS.—Nothing
in this section preempts a State or tribal
government law, including any State or trib-
al government liability law.

(d) DEFINITION OF MAPLE SUGARING.—In
this section, the term ‘‘maple-sugaring”’
means the collection of sap from any species
of tree in the genus Acer for the purpose of
boiling to produce food.

(e) REGULATIONS.—The Secretary of Agri-
culture shall promulgate such regulations as
are necessary to carry out this section.

(f) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $20,000,000 for each of
fiscal years 2012 through 2015.

Ms. STABENOW. I yield back all
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2427) was agreed
to.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ap-
preciate Senator WYDEN allowing us to
go out of order. I will now turn it over
to Senator WYDEN for his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

AMENDMENT NO. 2388

Mr. WYDEN. I call up my farm-to-
school amendment No. 2388.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2388.

Mr. WYDEN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that reading of the amendment be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To modify a provision relating to
purchases of locally produced foods)

On page 360, after line 24, add the fol-
lowing:

SEC. 4207. PURCHASES OF LOCALLY PRODUCED
FOODS.

Section 9(j) of the Richard B. Russell Na-
tional School Lunch Act (42 U.S.C. 1758(j)) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(3) as subparagraphs (A) through (C), respec-
tively, and indenting the subparagraphs ap-
propriately;

(2) by striking ‘‘The Secretary’ and insert-
ing the following:

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary’’;

(3) in paragraph (1) (as so redesignated)—

(A) in subparagraph (B)—

(i) by striking ‘‘paragraph (1) of the policy
described in that paragraph and paragraph
(3)” and inserting ‘‘subparagraph (A) of the
policy described in that subparagraph and
subparagraph (C)’’; and

(ii) by striking ‘‘and’ at the end;

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘(D) not later than 1 year after the date of
enactment of this subparagraph, in accord-
ance with paragraphs (2) and (3), conduct not
fewer than 5 demonstration projects through
school food authorities receiving funds under
this Act and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966
(42 U.S.C. 1771 et seq.) to facilitate the pur-
chase of unprocessed and minimally proc-
essed locally grown and locally raised agri-
cultural products.”; and

(4) by adding at the end the following:

‘(2) SELECTION.—In conducting demonstra-
tion projects under paragraph (1)(D), the Sec-
retary shall ensure that at least 1 project is
located in a State in each of—

‘“(A) the Pacific Northwest Region;

‘“(B) the Northeast Region;

‘(C) the Western Region;

‘(D) the Midwest Region; and

‘“(E) the Southern Region.

¢(3) PRIORITY.—In selecting States for par-
ticipation in the demonstration projects
under paragraph (2), the Secretary shall
prioritize applications based on—

‘“(A) the quantity and variety of growers of
local fruits and vegetables in the State;

“(B) the demonstrated commitment of the
State to farm-to-school efforts, as evidenced
by prior efforts to increase and promote
farm-to- school programs in the State; and

‘(C) whether the State contains a suffi-
cient quantity of school districts of varying

population sizes and geographical loca-
tions.”.
Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, the

American Academy of Pediatrics, the
country’s pediatricians, is recom-
mending to the Senate that this
amendment be passed to encourage
healthier foods for our kids. The Con-
gressional Budget Office has stated
that this amendment has no cost.

This amendment would, for the first
time, test out farm-to-school programs
through a competitive pilot program
with at least five farm-to-school dem-
onstration projects so it would be pos-
sible to fill in the information void
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about what works and what doesn’t.
The Agriculture Department’s own
Economic Research Service reports
that ‘‘data and analysis of farm-to-
school programs are scarce.”

Under this amendment, the schools
win, the farmers win, and the tax-
payers win. I hope we can accept it
with a voice vote.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
yield back all time, and we do have an
agreement on a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

The question is
amendment No. 2388.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

AMENDMENT NO. 2355

Mr. BOOZMAN. I call up amendment
No. 2355, which is at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BOOZMAN]
proposes an amendment numbered 2355.

The amendment was as follows:

(Purpose: To support the dissemination of
objective and scholarly agricultural and
food law research and information)

On page 860, between lines 15 and 16, insert
the following:

SEC. 7602. OBJECTIVE AND SCHOLARLY AGRI-
CULTURAL AND FOOD LAW RE-
SEARCH AND INFORMATION.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) the farms, ranches, and forests of the
United States are impacted by a complex and
rapidly evolving web of international, Fed-
eral, State, and local laws (including regula-
tions);

(2) objective, scholarly, and authoritative
agricultural and food law research and infor-
mation helps the farm, ranch, and forestry
community contribute to the strength of the
United States through improved conserva-
tion, environmental protection, job creation,
economic development, renewable energy
production, outdoor recreational opportuni-
ties, and increased local and regional sup-
plies of food, fiber, and fuel; and

(3) the vast agricultural community of the
United States, including farmers, ranchers,
foresters, attorneys, policymakers, and ex-
tension personnel, need access to agricul-
tural and food law research and information
provided by an objective, scholarly, and neu-
tral source.

(b) PARTNERSHIPS.—The Secretary, acting
through the National Agricultural Library,
shall support the dissemination of objective,
scholarly, and authoritative agricultural and
food law research and information by enter-
ing into partnerships with institutions of
higher education that have expertise in agri-
cultural and food law research and informa-
tion.

(c) RESTRICTION.—For each fiscal year, the
Secretary shall use not more than $1,000,000
of the amounts made available to the Na-
tional Agricultural Library to carry out this
section.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, the
farms, ranches, and forests of the
United States are impacted by a com-
plex and rapidly evolving web of inter-
national, Federal, State, and local
laws.

The vast agricultural community of
the United States—including farmers,
ranchers, foresters, attorneys, policy-

on agreeing to
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makers and extension personnel—needs
access to agricultural and food law re-
search and information provided by an
objective, scholarly, and neutral
source. This amendment encourages
the Secretary of Agriculture, acting
through the National Agricultural Li-
brary, to get the information out by
entering into partnerships with insti-
tutions of higher education that have
expertise in this area.

The amendment does not authorize a
new program or increase the authoriza-
tion for the National Agricultural Li-
brary. Again, CBO says it has no cost.

I urge a voice vote in the affirmative.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
strongly support this amendment, as
does my ranking member. I wish to
congratulate Senator BOOZMAN on
great work on this amendment. I be-
lieve we can proceed with a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to amendment
No. 2355.

The amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oregon.

AMENDMENT NO. 2442

Mr. WYDEN. I call up amendment
No. 2442.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oregon [Mr. WYDEN] pro-
poses an amendment numbered 2442.

Mr. WYDEN. I ask unanimous con-
sent that the reading of the amend-
ment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To establish a pilot loan program
to support healthy foods for the hungry)

At the end of section 3201 of the Consoli-
dated Farm and Rural Development Act (as
added by section 5001), add the following:

“(e) PILOT LOAN PROGRAM TO SUPPORT
HEALTHY FOODS FOR THE HUNGRY.—

‘(1) DEFINITION OF GLEANER.—In this sub-
section, the term ‘gleaner’ means an entity
that—

“(A) collects edible, surplus food that
would be thrown away and distributes the
food to agencies or nonprofit organizations
that feed the hungry; or

‘(B) harvests for free distribution to the
needy, or for donation to agencies or non-
profit organizations for ultimate distribu-
tion to the needy, an agricultural crop that
has been donated by the owner of the crop.

‘“(2) PROGRAM.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this sub-
section, the Secretary shall establish, within
the operating loan program established
under this chapter, a pilot program under
which the Secretary makes loans available
to eligible entities to assist the entities in
providing food to the hungry.

‘“(3) BELIGIBILITY.—In addition to any other
person eligible under the terms and condi-
tions of the operating loan program estab-
lished under this chapter, gleaners shall be
eligible to receive loans under this sub-
section.

““(4) LOAN AMOUNT.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Each loan issued under
the program shall be in an amount of not
less than $500 and not more than $5,000.
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‘‘(B) REDISTRIBUTION.—If the eligible re-
cipients in a State do not use the full alloca-
tion of loans that are available to eligible re-
cipients in the State under this subsection,
the Secretary may use any unused amounts
to make loans available to eligible entities
in other States in accordance with this sub-
section.

*“(5) LOAN PROCESSING.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
process any loan application submitted
under the program not later than 30 days
after the date on which the application was
submitted.

‘(B) EXPEDITING APPLICATIONS.—The Sec-
retary shall take any measure the Secretary
determines necessary to expedite any appli-
cation submitted under the program.

‘“(6) PAPERWORK REDUCTION.—The Sec-
retary shall take measures to reduce any pa-
perwork requirements for loans under the
program.

‘(7Y PROGRAM INTEGRITY.—The Secretary
shall take such actions as are necessary to
ensure the integrity of the program estab-
lished under this subsection.

‘4(8) MAXIMUM AMOUNT.—Of funds that are
made available to carry out this chapter, the
Secretary shall use to carry out this sub-
section a total amount of not more than
$500,000.

‘“(9) REPORT.—Not later than 180 days after
the maximum amount of funds are used to
carry out this subsection under paragraph
(8), the Secretary shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry of the Sen-
ate a report that describes the results of the
pilot program and the feasibility of expand-
ing the program.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, again, I
hope we can handle this amendment on
a voice vote. This is an amendment
that would help the gleaners all across
the country, who, of course, are the
volunteers across America who help
get surplus food that would otherwise
be wasted out to the hungry at senior
centers and at various kinds of food
kitchens and other critical hunger pro-
grams. Thirty-four million tons of food
waste is generated each year. That
could feed a lot of people.

The gleaners are trying to make sure
this perfectly good food goes on the
plates of struggling Americans as op-
posed to millions of pounds of it going
into landfills and incinerators.

This amendment, again, costs no
money. It simply makes——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. WYDEN.—it possible to collect
and preserve edible food. I hope we ac-
cept it on a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I en-
courage my colleagues to join with me
to oppose the amendment.

The amendment would provide gov-
ernment loans for brick-and-mortar
projects, including food refrigeration
capacity. We are talking about refrig-
erators—big refrigerators. At a time
when we are working to streamline
current programs and reduce the size of
government, I am concerned we would
be expanding the size to serve a new
pool of applicants competing for very
limited resources at the Department of
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Agriculture. In this regard, the glean-
ers would be taken to the cleaners.

I encourage my colleagues to oppose
the amendment.

Mr. WYDEN. Mr. President, has all
time expired?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time in
opposition remains.

Mr. WYDEN. I will only state this
costs no additional money. Senator
STABENOW supports it, and I yield to
her.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
would just simply say that I strongly
support the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

Is there further debate in opposition?
If there is no further debate, the ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment.

All those in favor say aye.

(Chorus of ayes.)

All those opposed, no.

(Chorus of nays.)

The nays appear to have it.

Mr. WYDEN. I ask for a recorded
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is not a sufficient second at
this time.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I ask
for a division vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All those
in favor of the amendment will stand
and be counted.

Now would all those opposed stand
and be counted.

On a division, two-thirds of the Sen-
ators present having voted in the af-
firmative, the amendment No. 2442 was
agreed to.

The Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I send
a modification to the desk to my
amendment No. 2360.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the modification?

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Reserving the
right to object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. 1 yield to the
Senator from Michigan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. I am sorry, Mr.
President. We were in discussions. At
this moment if we might just pause, we
will just object for a moment. I object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. We are now told
that this has been reviewed, and so we
have no objection to proceeding to it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

AMENDMENT NO. 2360, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BOOZMAN. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 2360, as modified.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will report the
amendment, as modified.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BOOZMAN]
proposes an amendment No. 2360, as modi-
fied.
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The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To provide for emergency food
assistance, and for other purposes)

At the appropriate place in title IV, insert
the following:

SEC. 4 . QUALITY CONTROL BONUSES.

Section 16 of the Food and Nutrition Act of
2008 (7 U.S.C. 2025) is amended—

(1) in subsection (c)—

(A) in the first sentence of paragraph (4),
by striking ‘‘payment error rate’” and all
that follows through ‘‘subsection (d)”’ and in-
serting ‘‘liability amount or new investment
amount under paragraph (1) or payment
error rate’’; and

(B) in the first sentence of paragraph (5),
by striking ‘‘payment error rate’” and all
that follows through ‘‘subsection (d)”’ and in-
serting ‘‘liability amount or new investment
amount under paragraph (1) or payment
error rate’’;

(2) by striking subsection (d); and

(3) in subsection (i)(1), by striking ‘‘sub-
section (d)(1)” and inserting ‘‘subsection
(e)(2)”.

On page 337, line 8, strike ¢$28,000,000”’ and
insert ‘‘$71,000,000"".

On page 337, line 10, strike ‘‘$24,000,000"’ and
insert ‘“$67,000,000°".

On page 337, line 12, strike ‘‘$20,000,000*’ and
insert ‘‘$63,000,000"".

On page 337, line 14, strike ‘‘$18,000,000"’ and
insert ¢‘$61,000,000".

On page 337, line 16, strike ‘$10,000,000"’ and
insert ‘‘$53,000,000°".

Mr. BOOZMAN. My amendment redi-
rects funding currently going to the
States for the administration of SNAP.
It puts that money in TEFAP, which
provides funding to the Secretary of
Agriculture to make commodity pur-
chases given to food banks.

I am sure my colleagues are aware of
the difficult situation in our food
banks right now. They are under im-
mense pressure in these very difficult
economic times.

The importance of TEFAP is it pro-
vides food banks with commodities.
This amendment takes money cur-
rently used to encourage the States to
do something that they ought to be
doing anyway and reinvests in a pro-
gram that actually provides food to
Americans who need it the most.

I urge a ‘“‘yes” vote and yield back
my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
rise to reluctantly oppose the amend-
ment of my colleague. I appreciate
what he is trying to do. I couldn’t
agree more about the needs of food
banks. That is why in this legislation
we increase food bank funding by $174
million.

The problem is the way the Senator
wants to do this, which is by reducing
the funding available to stop food
stamp fraud efforts. It would reduce
the SNAP error rates efforts. Right
now, what has been done to tackle
waste, fraud, and abuse has actually re-
duced error rates dramatically—by 43
percent. We want to keep that going.

So I certainly support what he is try-
ing to do but not by taking money
away from waste, fraud, and abuse ef-
forts within the food assistance pro-
gram. So I have to ask for a ‘“‘no’’ vote.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
has expired.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. BOOZMAN. I ask for a recorded
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. PAUL (when his name was
called). Present.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 35,
nays 63, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 149 Leg.]

YEAS—35
Ayotte Grassley Pryor
Barrasso Hoeven Risch
Blunt Hutchison Roberts
Boozman Inhofe Rubio
Burr Isakson Sessions
Chambliss Johanns Shelby
Coats Kyl Thune
Cochran Lugar T
Cornyn McConnell Vpomfey
itter
Crapo Moran Webb
Enzi Nelson (FL) Wick
Graham Portman leker
NAYS—63

Akaka Feinstein McCaskill
Alexander Franken Menendez
Baucus Gillibrand Merkley
Begich Hagan Mikulski
Bennet Harkin Murkowski
Bingaman Hatch Murray
Blumenthal Heller Nelson (NE)
Boxer Inouye Reed
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Reid
Brown (OH) Johnson (WI) Rockefeller
Cantwell Kerry Sanders
Cardin Klobuchar Schumer
Carper Kohl Shaheen
Casey Landrieu Snowe
Coburn Lautenberg Stabenow
Collins Leahy Tester
Conrad Lee Udall (CO)
Coons Levin Udall (NM)
Corker Lieberman Warner
DeMint Manchin Whitehouse
Durbin McCain Wyden

ANSWERED “PRESENT’"—1

Paul
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2360) was re-

jected.

Mr. LEAHY. I move to reconsider the
vote.

Mr. REID. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

AMENDMENT NO. 2204

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I call up
my amendment No. 2204.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. LEAHY]
proposes an amendment numbered 2204.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To support the State Rural
Development Partnership)

On page 652, between lines 12 and 13, insert
the following:

“SEC. 3707. STATE RURAL DEVELOPMENT PART-
NERSHIP.

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) AGENCY WITH RURAL RESPONSIBIL-
ITIES.—The term ‘agency with rural respon-
sibilities’ means any executive agency (as
defined in section 105 of title 5, United States
Code) that implements a Federal law, or ad-
ministers a program, targeted at or having a
significant impact on rural areas.

‘(2) PARTNERSHIP.—The term ‘Partnership’
means the State Rural Development Part-
nership continued by subsection (b).

¢“(3) STATE RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCIL.—
The term ‘State rural development council’
means a State rural development council
that meets the requirements of subsection
(c).

““(b) PARTNERSHIP.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall sup-
port the State Rural Development Partner-
ship comprised of State rural development
councils.

‘(2) PURPOSES.—The purposes of the Part-
nership are to empower and build the capac-
ity of States, regions, and rural communities
to design flexible and innovative responses
to their rural development needs in a man-
ner that maximizes collaborative public- and
private-sector cooperation and minimizes
regulatory redundancy.

¢“(3) COORDINATING PANEL.—A panel con-
sisting of representatives of State rural de-
velopment councils shall be established—

““(A) to lead and coordinate the strategic
operation and policies of the Partnership;
and

‘(B) to facilitate effective communication
among the members of the Partnership, in-
cluding the sharing of best practices.

‘(4) ROLE OF FEDERAL GOVERNMENT.—The
role of the Federal Government in the Part-
nership may be that of a partner and
facilitator, with Federal agencies author-
ized—

‘““(A) to cooperate with States to imple-
ment the Partnership;

‘“(B) to provide States with the technical
and administrative support necessary to plan
and implement tailored rural development
strategies to meet local needs;

‘(C) to ensure that the head of each agency
with rural responsibilities directs appro-
priate field staff to participate fully with the
State rural development council within the
jurisdiction of the field staff; and

‘(D) to enter into cooperative agreements
with, and to provide grants and other assist-
ance to, State rural development councils.

“(c) STATE RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUN-
CILS.—

(D ESTABLISHMENT.—Notwithstanding
chapter 63 of title 31, United States Code,
each State may elect to participate in the
Partnership by entering into an agreement
with the Secretary to recognize a State rural
development council.

‘(2) COMPOSITION.—A State rural develop-
ment council shall—

“(A) be composed of representatives of
Federal, State, local, and tribal govern-
ments, nonprofit organizations, regional or-
ganizations, the private sector, and other en-
tities committed to rural advancement; and

‘“(B) have a nonpartisan and nondiscrim-
inatory membership that—

‘“(i) is broad and representative of the eco-
nomic, social, and political diversity of the
State; and
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‘“(ii) shall be responsible for the govern-
ance and operations of the State rural devel-
opment council.

“(3) DUTIES.—A State rural development
council shall—

‘“(A) facilitate collaboration among Fed-
eral, State, local, and tribal governments
and the private and nonprofit sectors in the
planning and implementation of programs
and policies that have an impact on rural
areas of the State;

‘(B) monitor, report, and comment on poli-
cies and programs that address, or fail to ad-
dress, the needs of the rural areas of the
State;

‘“(C) as part of the Partnership, facilitate
the development of strategies to reduce or
eliminate conflicting or duplicative adminis-
trative or regulatory requirements of Fed-
eral, State, local, and tribal governments;
and

‘(D)(i) provide to the Secretary an annual
plan with goals and performance measures;
and

‘(ii) submit to the Secretary an annual re-
port on the progress of the State rural devel-
opment council in meeting the goals and
measures.

‘(4) FEDERAL PARTICIPATION
RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCILS.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—A State Director for
Rural Development of the Department of Ag-
riculture, other employees of the Depart-
ment, and employees of other Federal agen-
cies with rural responsibilities shall fully
participate as voting members in the govern-
ance and operations of State rural develop-
ment councils (including activities related
to grants, contracts, and other agreements
in accordance with this section) on an equal
basis with other members of the State rural
development councils.

‘(B) CoNFLICTS.—Participation by a Fed-
eral employee in a State rural development
council in accordance with this paragraph
shall not constitute a violation of section 205
or 208 of title 18, United States Code.

“(d) ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT OF THE
PARTNERSHIP.—

(1) DETAIL OF EMPLOYEES.—

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—In order to provide expe-
rience in intergovernmental collaboration,
the head of an agency with rural responsibil-
ities that elects to participate in the Part-
nership may, and is encouraged to, detail to
the Secretary for the support of the Partner-
ship 1 or more employees of the agency with
rural responsibilities without reimburse-
ment for a period of up to 1 year.

‘(B) CIVIL SERVICE STATUS.—The detail
shall be without interruption or loss of civil
service status or privilege.

‘“(2) ADDITIONAL SUPPORT.—The Secretary
may provide for any additional support staff
to the Partnership as the Secretary deter-
mines to be necessary to carry out the duties
of the Partnership.

‘“(3) INTERMEDIARIES.—The Secretary may
enter into a contract with a qualified inter-
mediary under which the intermediary shall
be responsible for providing administrative
and technical assistance to a State rural de-
velopment council, including administering
the financial assistance available to the
State rural development council.

‘“‘(e) MATCHING REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE
RURAL DEVELOPMENT COUNCILS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), a State rural development
council shall provide matching funds, or in-
kind goods or services, to support the activi-
ties of the State rural development council
in an amount that is not less than 33 percent
of the amount of Federal funds received from
a Federal agency under subsection (f)(2).

¢“(2) EXCEPTIONS TO MATCHING REQUIREMENT
FOR CERTAIN FEDERAL FUNDS.—Paragraph (1)
shall not apply to funds, grants, funds pro-
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vided under contracts or cooperative agree-
ments, gifts, contributions, or technical as-
sistance received by a State rural develop-
ment council from a Federal agency that are
used—

“‘(A) to support 1 or more specific program
or project activities; or

‘(B) to reimburse the State rural develop-
ment council for services provided to the
Federal agency providing the funds, grants,
funds provided under contracts or coopera-
tive agreements, gifts, contributions, or
technical assistance.

‘“(3) DEPARTMENT’S SHARE.—The Secretary
shall develop a plan to decrease, over time,
the share of the Department of Agriculture
of the cost of the core operations of State
rural development councils.

¢“(f) FUNDING.—

‘(1) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
There is authorized to be appropriated to
carry out this section $5,000,000 for each of
fiscal years 2013 through 2017.

‘“(2) FEDERAL AGENCIES.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law limiting the ability of
an agency, along with other agencies, to pro-
vide funds to a State rural development
council in order to carry out the purposes of
this section, a Federal agency may make
grants, gifts, or contributions to, provide
technical assistance to, or enter into con-
tracts or cooperative agreements with, a
State rural development council.

‘“(B) ASSISTANCE.—Federal agencies are en-
couraged to use funds made available for pro-
grams that have an impact on rural areas to
provide assistance to, and enter into con-
tracts with, a State rural development coun-
cil, as described in subparagraph (A).

‘“(3) CONTRIBUTIONS.—A State rural devel-
opment council may accept private contribu-
tions.

‘‘(g) TERMINATION.—The authority provided
under this section shall terminate on Sep-
tember 30, 2017.”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided.

The Senator from Vermont.

Mr. LEAHY. This amendment will re-
establish authorization for National
Rural Development Partnerships—re-
named State Rural Development Part-
nerships—in the 2012 farm bill. Reau-
thorization of these effective and effi-
cient councils will allow them to con-
tinue their important work of
strengthening rural communities in
Vermont and across the country.

This reauthorization would recognize
the State councils’ on-the-ground lead-
ership in rural communities, and allow
them to continue their vital work. I
would note that this amendment does
not cost a single farm bill dollar; it
would merely maintain the States’
statutory authority to establish these
State-run rural development councils.

I urge all Senators to support this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, first,
I commend Senator LEAHY, who, as a
former chairman of the Agriculture
Committee, is a tremendous champion
not only for Vermont but for the entire
country on these issues.

I yield back the time. I believe we
have agreement for a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.
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The amendment (No. 2204) was agreed
to.

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote.

Mrs. BOXER. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

AMENDMENT NO. 2226

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, I call
up amendment No. 2226, which is at the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
TOOMEY] proposes an amendment numbered
2226.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To eliminate biorefinery, renew-

able chemical, and biobased product manu-

facturing assistance)

Beginning on page 888, strike line 5, and all
that follows through page 890, line 21.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided.

Mr. TOOMEY. Mr. President, this is
an amendment that repeals the Bio-
refinery Assistance Program. This is a
program that primarily provides loan
guarantees to cellulosic ethanol plants.

The fact is the taxpayers are already
subsidizing ethanol plants in many
ways. The Federal Government already
provides a tax credit of $1 a gallon to
ethanol. The Federal Government cre-
ates a mandate that forces consumers
to buy this product whether they want
to or not, thereby creating a market
for ethanol.

We provide grants for ethanol. Do
taxpayers also have to risk their
money by guaranteeing loans to sub-
sidize this activity? I do not think that
is a good idea. This is the same idea
that got us into trouble in so many
ways. A similar loan program was the
source of hundreds of millions of dol-
lars of losses to Solyndra. And just this
year, this very program cost $40 mil-
lion with the bankruptcy of Range
Fuels.

I urge my colleagues to vote for a
modest reform here. Repeal this one
narrow program, the Biorefinery As-
sistance Program. I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote
on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
strongly oppose this amendment. In
fact, we are not talking about ethanol.
We are talking about, first of all, ad-
vanced biofuels using food waste or
animal waste or biomass materials. We
are talking about biobased manufac-
turing, which is an exciting new oppor-
tunity in making things and growing
things together in our country, wheth-
er it is corn or wheat byproducts,
whether it is soybeans. In fact, if you
drive a Ford vehicle today, a new vehi-
cle, a new Chevy Volt, you sit on seats
with soy-based foam that is biodegrad-
able, more lightweight, and you get
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better fuel economy, grown by Amer-
ican soybean growers.

So this is the opportunity for new
growth in jobs that is in this bill. It is
a part I am very excited about for the
future for every part of this country. It
involves more than 3,000 innovative
companies right now engaging in new
cutting-edge manufacturing to use ag-
ricultural products——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Ms. STABENOW.—to get us off of for-
eign oil.

I urge a ‘“‘no’ vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Those in favor say aye.

(Chorus of ayes.)

Those opposed say nay.

(Chorus of nays.)

The nays appear to have it.

Mr. TOOMEY. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 36,
nays 63, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 150 Leg.]

YEAS—36
Alexander DeMint McConnell
Ayotte Enzi Moran
Barrasso Graham Murkowski
Begich Hatch Paul
Blunt Heller Portman
Boozman Hutchison Roberts
Burr Inhofe Rubio
Chambliss Isakson Sessions
Coats Johnson (WI) Shelby
Coburn Kyl Snowe
Corker Lee Toomey
Cornyn McCain Vitter
NAYS—63
Akaka Grassley Murray
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE)
Bennet Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bingaman Hoeven Pryor
Blumenthal Inouye Reed
Boxer Johanns Reid
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Risch
Brown (OH) Kerry Rockefeller
Cantwell Klobuchar Sanders
Cardin Kohl Schumer
Carper Landrieu Shaheen
Casey Lautenberg Stabenow
Cochran Leahy Tester
Collins Levin Thune
Conrad Lieberman Udall (CO)
Coons Lugar Udall (NM)
Crapo Manchin Warner
Durbin McCaskill Webb
Feinstein Menendez Whitehouse
Franken Merkley Wicker
Gillibrand Mikulski Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2226) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR). The Senator from Nebraska.
AMENDMENT NO. 2242
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Madam
President, I rise to call up my amend-
ment No. 2242.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Nebraska [Mr. NELSON],
for himself, Mr. JOHANNS, Mr. JOHNSON of
South Dakota, and Mr. MORAN, proposes an
amendment numbered 2242.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To amend section 520 of the Hous-

ing Act of 1949 to revise the census data

and population requirements for areas to

be considered as rural areas for purposes of

such Act)

At the end of subtitle C of title XII, add
the following:
SEC. 12207. DEFINITION OF RURAL AREA FOR

PURPOSES OF THE HOUSING ACT OF
1949.

The second sentence of section 520 of the
Housing Act of 1949 (42 U.S.C. 1490) is amend-
ed—

(1) by striking ‘1990 or 2000 decennial cen-
sus shall continue to be so classified until
the receipt of data from the decennial census
in the year 2010’ and inserting ‘1990, 2000, or
2010 decennial census, and any area deemed
to be a ‘rural area’ for purposes of this title
under any other provision of law at any time
during the period beginning January 1, 2000,
and ending December 31, 2010, shall continue
to be so classified until the receipt of data
from the decennial census in the year 2020"’;
and

(2) by striking
¢¢35,0007°.

Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Madam
President, this amendment would en-
sure that rural communities in all our
States will remain eligible for housing
assistance from the Department of Ag-
riculture.

My amendment simply extends the
grandfathering clause these commu-
nities have operated under since 1990
and ensures that these communities re-
main eligible through 2020. This is a bi-
partisan amendment that is supported
by my colleagues, Senators JOHANNS,
MORAN, chairman of the Banking Com-
mittee, Senator JOHNSON, and my good
friend and neighbor Senator TESTER.

I urge adoption of my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mr. JOHANNS. I rise to take 10 sec-
onds to support the amendment of my
colleague from Nebraska. It keeps in
place a program that has been in place
since 1990. It is a good amendment.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
commend both Senators from Ne-
braska. I thank Senator NELSON for
this amendment. I support it.

I believe we have an agreement for a
voice vote on this amendment, so I
yield back all time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Hearing
no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2242) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 2433

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I
call up amendment No. 2433.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
ToOMEY], for himself, Mrs. SHAHEEN, and Mr.

€25,000” and inserting
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LUGAR, proposes an amendment numbered
2433.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To reform the sugar program)

Strike subtitle C of title I and insert the
following:

Subtitle C—Sugar
SEC. 1301. SUGAR PROGRAM.

(a) SUGARCANE.—Section 156(a) of the Fed-
eral Agriculture Improvement and Reform
Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(a)) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘and”
after the semicolon at the end;

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(6) 18 cents per pound for raw cane sugar
for each of the 2013 through 2017 crop years.”.

(b) SUGAR BEETS.—Section 156(b)(2) of the
Federal Agriculture Improvement and Re-
form Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(b)(2)) is
amended by striking 2012 and inserting
€2017.

(c) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Section 156(i) of
the Federal Agriculture Improvement and
Reform Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272(i)) is amend-
ed by striking ‘2012’ and inserting ¢‘2017”.
SEC. 1302. FLEXIBLE MARKETING ALLOTMENTS

FOR SUGAR.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 359b of the Agri-
cultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C.
1359bb) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1)—

(A) in the matter before subparagraph (A),
by striking ‘2012’ and inserting ‘‘2017"’; and

(B) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘at
reasonable prices’’ after ‘‘stocks’’;

(2) in subsection (b)(1)—

(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘“‘but”’
after the semicolon at the end and inserting
“and’’; and

(B) by striking subparagraph (B) and in-
serting the following:

‘“(B) appropriate to maintain adequate do-
mestic supplies at reasonable prices, taking
into account all sources of domestic supply,
including imports.”’; and

(3) in subsection (¢)(2)(C), by striking ‘‘if
the disposition of the sugar is administered
by the Secretary under section 9010 of the
Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of
2002’.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT OF FLEXIBLE MAR-
KETING ALLOTMENTS.—Section 359¢ of the Ag-
ricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C.
1359cc) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)—

(A) in paragraph (1)—

(i) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘but”
after the semicolon at the end and inserting
“and’’; and

(ii) by striking subparagraph (B) and in-
serting the following:

‘(B) appropriate to maintain adequate sup-
plies at reasonable prices, taking into ac-
count all sources of domestic supply, includ-
ing imports.”’; and

(B) in paragraph (2)(B), by inserting
reasonable prices’ after ‘‘market’; and

(2) in subsection (g)—

(A) by striking ‘“‘ALLOTMENTS.—”’ and all
that follows through ‘‘Subject to subpara-
graph (B), the” and inserting ‘‘ALLOT-
MENTS.—The’’; and

(B) by striking subparagraph (B).

(c) SUSPENSION OR MODIFICATION OF PROVI-
SIONS.—Section 359j of the Agricultural Ad-
justment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359jj) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(c) SUSPENSION OR MODIFICATION OF PROVI-
SIONS.—Notwithstanding any other provision
of this part, the Secretary may suspend or
modify, in whole or in part, the application
of any provision of this part if the Secretary
determines that the action is appropriate,
taking into account—

“at
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‘(1) the interests of consumers, workers in
the food industry, businesses (including
small businesses), and agricultural pro-
ducers; and

‘“(2) the relative competitiveness of domes-
tically produced and imported foods con-
taining sugar.”’.

(d) ADMINISTRATION OF TARIFF RATE
QUOTAS.—Section 359k of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359kk) is
amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 359k. ADMINISTRATION OF TARIFF RATE
QUOTAS.

‘“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, at the beginning
of the quota year, the Secretary shall estab-
lish the tariff-rate quotas for raw cane sugar
and refined sugar at no less than the min-
imum level necessary to comply with obliga-
tions under international trade agreements
that have been approved by Congress.

“(b) ADJUSTMENT.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection
(a), the Secretary shall adjust the tariff-rate
quotas for raw cane sugar and refined sugar
to provide adequate supplies of sugar at rea-
sonable prices in the domestic market.

‘“(2) ENDING STOCKS.—Subject to para-
graphs (1) and (3), the Secretary shall estab-
lish and adjust tariff-rate quotas in such a
manner that the ratio of sugar stocks to
total sugar use at the end of the quota year
will be approximately 15.5 percent.

““(3) MAINTENANCE OF REASONABLE PRICES
AND AVOIDANCE OF FORFEITURES.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may es-
tablish a different target for the ratio of end-
ing stocks to total use if, in the judgment of
the Secretary, the different target is nec-
essary to prevent—

‘(1) unreasonably high prices; or

‘“(ii) forfeitures of sugar pledged as collat-
eral for a loan under section 156 of the Fed-
eral Agriculture Improvement and Reform
Act of 1996 (7 U.S.C. 7272).

‘(B) ANNOUNCEMENT.—The Secretary shall
publicly announce any establishment of a
target under this paragraph.

‘“(4) CONSIDERATIONS.—In establishing tar-
iff-rate quotas under subsection (a) and mak-
ing adjustments under this subsection, the
Secretary shall consider the impact of the
quotas on consumers, workers, businesses
(including small businesses), and agricul-
tural producers.

““(c) TEMPORARY TRANSFER OF QUOTAS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—To promote full use of
the tariff-rate quotas for raw cane sugar and
refined sugar, notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the Secretary shall promul-
gate regulations that provide that any coun-
try that has been allocated a share of the
quotas may temporarily transfer all or part
of the share to any other country that has
also been allocated a share of the quotas.

‘(2) TRANSFERS VOLUNTARY.—Any transfer
under this subsection shall be valid only on
voluntary agreement between the transferor
and the transferee, consistent with proce-
dures established by the Secretary.

¢‘(3) TRANSFERS TEMPORARY.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Any transfer under this
subsection shall be valid only for the dura-
tion of the quota year during which the
transfer is made.

‘(B) FOLLOWING QUOTA YEAR.—No transfer
under this subsection shall affect the share
of the quota allocated to the transferor or
transferee for the following quota year.”.

(e) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Section 3591(a) of
the Agricultural Adjustment Act of 1938 (7
U.S.C. 135911(a)) is amended by striking
2012 and inserting ¢‘2017.

On page 897, strike lines 8 through 15, and
insert the following:
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SEC. 9009. REPEAL OF FEEDSTOCK FLEXIBILITY
PROGRAM FOR BIOENERGY PRO-
DUCERS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 9010 of the Farm
Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7
U.S.C. 8110) is repealed.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—

(1) Section 359a(3)(B) of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359aa(3)(B))
is amended—

(A) in clause (i), by inserting ‘“‘and’ after
the semicolon at the end;

(B) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘; and” at the
end and inserting a period; and

(C) by striking clause (iii).

(2) Section 359b(c)(2)(C) of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938 7 U.s.C.
1359bb(c)(2)(C)) is amended by striking ‘¢, ex-
cept for” and all that follows through *‘ of
2002"".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate on the
amendment.

The Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. TOOMEY. Madam President, I
will claim the first minute and yield
the first 30 seconds to the Senator from
New Hampshire.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Madam President, I
am pleased to join my colleague from
Pennsylvania in supporting his amend-
ment. This is the last opportunity for a
bipartisan amendment to reform sugar
subsidies that are costing consumers
$3.6 million a year and losing 20,000
jobs a year in this country.

This amendment maintains the cur-
rent sugar program but rolls back the
additional subsidies that were provided
for sugar in the 2008 farm bill.

Mr. TOOMEY. I thank the Senator
from New Hampshire. Let me point out
that this amendment is such a modest
reform. It lowers the price support on
raw sugar, for instance, from 18.75
cents per pound all the way down to 18
cents per pound.

This is an amendment that will save
consumers money, save taxpayers
money and, most importantly, it will
save jobs. As the Department of Com-
merce pointed out, for every job saved
by the sugar program, three jobs are
lost. It is a modest amendment that
simply restores us to the policy prior
to 2008.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
strongly oppose this argument. If we
want to jeopardize 142,000 American
jobs, this is the vote to do it. We will
see these jobs shipped overseas.

The bottom line is that this program
operates at zero cost to the taxpayers.
The Congressional Budget Office says
it will continue operating at zero cost
for the next 10 years. This is about
American jobs in American commu-
nities all across this country. We are
talking about 142,000 jobs. If we are im-
porting cheap sugar at a point where
we undermine American jobs, what
have we gained? We want to export our
products, not our jobs. That is what
this amendment would do.

I urge strongly a ‘‘no’’ vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.
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Mr. TOOMEY. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 46,
nays 53, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 151 Leg.]

YEAS—46
Alexander Durbin McConnell
Ayotte Feinstein Menendez
Blumenthal Graham Merkley
Blunt Grassley Paul
Boozman Hatch Portman
Brown (MA) Heller Reed
Shah
Casey Johnson (WI) Sniweeen
Coats Kohl Toome
Coburn Kyl W v
Collins Lautenberg arner
Coons Lee Webb
Corker Lugar Whitehouse
Cornyn McCain Wyden
DeMint McCaskill
NAYS—53
Akaka Harkin Nelson (FL)
Barrasso Hoeven Pryor
Baucus Inouye Reid
Begich Isakson Risch
Bgnnet Johanns Roberts
Bingaman Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
B Kiobuchar Rublo
0 u
Cantwell Landrieu Sanders
X Schumer
Cardin Leahy
. N Shelby
Chambliss Levin Stab
Cochran Lieberman a E?OW
Conrad Manchin Tester
Crapo Mikulski Thune
Enzi Moran Udall (CO)
Franken Murkowski Udall (NM)
Gillibrand Murray Vitter
Hagan Nelson (NE) Wicker
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2433) was re-
jected.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

UpALL of New Mexico). The Senator
from Minnesota.
AMENDMENT NO. 2299

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I call up my
amendment No. 2299.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Minnesota [Ms. KLo-
BUCHAR] proposes amendment numbered 2299.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. I ask unanimous
consent that further reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To require the Secretary of Agri-

culture and Secretary of Transportation to

conduct a study on rural transportation

issues)

On page 782, between lines 14 and 15, insert
the following:
SEC. 6203. STUDY OF RURAL TRANSPORTATION

ISSUES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary and the
Secretary of Transportation shall jointly
conduct a study of transportation issues re-
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garding the movement of agricultural prod-
ucts, domestically produced renewable fuels,
and domestically produced resources for the
production of electricity for rural areas of
the United States, and economic develop-
ment in those areas.

(b) INCLUSIONS.—The study shall include an
examination of—

(1) the importance of freight transpor-
tation, including rail, truck, and barge, to—

(A) the delivery of equipment, seed, fer-
tilizer, and other products important to the
development of agricultural commodities
and products;

(B) the movement of agricultural commod-
ities and products to market;

(C) the delivery of ethanol and other re-
newable fuels;

(D) the delivery of domestically produced
resources for use in the generation of elec-
tricity for rural areas;

(E) the location of grain elevators, ethanol
plants, and other facilities;

(F) the development of manufacturing fa-
cilities in rural areas; and

(G) the vitality and economic development
of rural communities;

(2) the sufficiency in rural areas of trans-
portation capacity, the sufficiency of com-
petition in the transportation system, the
reliability of transportation services, and
the reasonableness of transportation rates;

(3) the sufficiency of facility investment in
rural areas necessary for efficient and cost-
effective transportation; and

(4) the accessibility to shippers in rural
areas of Federal processes for the resolution
of grievances arising within various trans-
portation modes.

(c) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than 1
year after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Secretary and the Secretary of Transpor-
tation shall submit a report to Congress that
contains the results of the study required
under subsection (a).

(d) PERIODIC UPDATES.—The Secretary and
the Secretary of Transportation shall pub-
lish triennially an updated version of the
study described in subsection (a).

SEC. 6204. AGRICULTURAL TRANSPORTATION
POLICY.

Section 203 of the Agricultural Marketing
Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1622) is amended by
striking subsection (j) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

“(j) PoLICY DEVELOPMENT PROCEEDINGS.—
The Secretary shall participate on behalf of
the interests of agriculture and rural Amer-
ica in all policy development proceedings or
other proceedings of the Surface Transpor-
tation Board that may establish freight rail
transportation policy affecting agriculture
and rural America.”.

Ms. KLOBUCHAR. Mr. President, I
rise today to urge my colleagues to
support this bipartisan amendment.
Senator HOEVEN of North Dakota is a
cosponsor, and this helps address the
transportation needs of rural America.

This amendment simply calls for a
study on rural transportation and
takes a close look at the issue of cap-
tive shippers. Farmers, energy pro-
ducers, and manufacturers who depend
on freight rail service find themselves
trapped today in a back-to-the-future
world, struggling with a problem that
has resurfaced from a century ago.
Many of these end users—these captive
customers—have only one railroad to
serve them. Three decades ago there
were 63 class I railroads and today only
7 remain. This amendment simply
looks at the effect this situation has on
transportation in rural areas. It is sup-
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ported by nearly 40 national and re-
gional agricultural and energy organi-
zations.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment, and I ask for a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
strongly support Senator KLOBUCHAR’S
amendment and appreciate her great
work.

I yield back the remaining time, and
it is my understanding we can proceed
to a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2299) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Utah.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I have a mo-
tion to recommit at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the motion.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Utah [Mr. LEE] moves to
recommit the bill, S. 3240, to the Committee
on Agriculture, Nutrition and Forestry with
instructions to report the same back to the
Senate with a reduction in spending to 2008
levels so that overall spending shall not ex-
ceed $714,247,000,000.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided.

Mr. LEE. Mr. President, I introduce
this motion to recommit to move us
back to 2008 levels. We cannot continue
to kick this can down the road in per-
petuity. Our spending levels threaten
to impair our ability to fund every-
thing from defense to entitlements and
everything that falls in between. This
is a good start, and this is something
that would cut the 10-year cost of this
bill by $254 billion. We need to do it. We
need to send it back to the committee,
where the committee will have discre-
tion on exactly how to accomplish
that.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
strongly oppose this motion to recom-
mit. I want to read the cost estimate of
the bill prepared by the Congressional
Budget Office. This bill spends $23.6 bil-
lion less than we project would be
spent if those programs were continued
as under current law. This bill is $23
billion in deficit reduction, according
to the nonpartisan, independent Con-
gressional Budget Office.

Frankly, we believe, in agriculture,
on a bipartisan basis, that we have
done our job. We have scoured every
page, reduced the deficit by $23 billion-
plus, and eliminated 100 different pro-
grams and authorizations within our
jurisdiction. Frankly, I think we are
offering, within what we can do, reform
and deficit reduction of which we
should all feel very proud.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Ms. KLO-
BUCHAR). The Senator from Utah.
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Mr. LEE. Madam President, in my
approximately 20 seconds remaining,
let me say that if we want to continue
the same budgeting process that has
put us nearly $16 trillion in debt, then
we should proceed to vote against this.
If, on the other hand, we want to turn
this around and maintain our ability to
fund essential government programs,
we need to pass this.

I urge my colleagues to support the
motion to recommit, and I ask for the
yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President,
let me take just 1 second to say that
this bill turns us in a different direc-
tion—$23 billion-plus in deficit reduc-
tion. It may be the only bipartisan def-
icit reduction proposal we will pass in
the Senate before the election.

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 29,
nays 70, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 1562 Leg.]

YEAS—29
Ayotte Graham Paul
Barrasso Hatch Risch
Blunt Inhofe Roberts
Burr Johnson (WI) Rubio
Coburn Kyl Sessions
Corker Lee Shelby
Cornyn McCain Toomey
Crapo McConnell :
DeMint Moran \\;Ili?]ir
Enzi Murkowski
NAYS—T70
Akaka Gillibrand Mikulski
Alexander Grassley Murray
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE)
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bennet Heller Portman
Bingaman Hoeven Pryor
Blumenthal Hutchison Reed
Boozman Inouye Reid
Boxer Isakson
Brown (MA) Johanns g:ﬁg:ner
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD)
Cantwell Kerry Schumer
Cardin Klobuchar Shaheen
Carper Kohl Snowe
Casey Landrieu Stabenow
Chambliss Lautenberg Tester
Coats Leahy Thune
Cochran Levin Udall (CO)
Collins Lieberman Udall (NM)
Conrad Lugar Warner
Coons Manchin Webb
Durbin McCaskill Whitehouse
Feinstein Menendez Wyden
Franken Merkley
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The motion was rejected.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan is recognized.

AMENDMENTS NOS. 2195, 2246, 2403, 2443, 2363, AS
MODIFIED

Mrs. STABENOW. Madam President,
we have been hard at work to pull to-
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gether some amendments we need to do
in a vote. I ask unanimous consent the
following amendments that are in
order under the unanimous consent
agreement be agreed to: Ayotte No.
2195, Blunt No. 2246, Moran No. 2403,
Moran No. 2443, and Vitter No. 2363, as
modified with the changes at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The amendments were agreed to, as
follows:

AMENDMENT NO. 2195

(Purpose: To require a GAO report on crop
insurance fraud)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:
SEC. . GAO CROP INSURANCE FRAUD RE-
PORT.

Section 515(d) of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1515(d)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

“(6) GAO CROP INSURANCE FRAUD REPORT.—
As soon as practicable after the date of en-
actment of this paragraph, the Comptroller
General of the United States shall conduct,
and submit to Congress a report describing
the results of, a study regarding fraudulent
claims filed, and benefits provided, under
this subtitle.”.

AMENDMENT NO. 2246

(Purpose: To assist military veterans in
agricultural occupations)

On page 999, strike line 13 and insert the
following:
‘‘actions with employees of the Department.

““(c) CONTRACTS AND COOPERATIVE AGREE-
MENTS.—For purposes of carrying out the du-
ties under subsection (b), the Military Vet-
erans Agricultural Liaison may enter into
contracts or cooperative agreements with
the research centers of the Agricultural Re-
search Service, institutions of higher edu-
cation, or nonprofit organizations for—

‘(1) the conduct of regional research on
the profitability of small farms;

‘“(2) the development of educational mate-
rials;

““(3) the conduct of workshops, courses, and
certified vocational training;

‘“(4) the conduct of mentoring activities; or

““(5) the provision of internship opportuni-
ties.”.

AMENDMENT NO. 2403
(Purpose: To increase the minimum level of
nonemergency food assistance)

On page 291, lines 20 and 21, strike ‘15 per-

cent’ and insert “‘20”.

AMENDMENT NO. 2443

(Purpose: To improve farm safety at the
local level)

In section 7408, strike ‘‘(2) in subsection
(h)—"’ and insert the following:

(2) by redesignating subsection (h) as sub-
section (i);

(3) by inserting after subsection (g) the fol-
lowing:

“(h) STATE GRANTS.—

‘(1) DEFINITION OF ELIGIBLE ENTITY.—In
this subsection, the term ‘eligible entity’
means—

‘““(A) an agency of a State or political sub-
division of a State;

‘(B) a national, State, or regional organi-
zation of agricultural producers; and

‘(C) any other entity determined appro-
priate by the Secretary.

‘“(2) GRANTS.—The Secretary shall use such
sums as are necessary of funds made avail-
able to carry out this section for each fiscal
year under subsection (i) to make grants to
States, on a competitive basis, which States
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shall use the grants to make grants to eligi-
ble entities to establish and improve farm
safety programs at the local level.”’; and

(4) in subsection (i) (as redesignated by
paragraph (2))—

AMENDMENT NO. 2363, AS MODIFIED
(Purpose: To ensure that extras in film and
television who bring personal, common do-
mesticated household pets do not face un-
necessary regulations and to prohibit at-
tendance at an animal fighting venture)

At the end of title XII, add the following:
SEC. 12207. ANIMAL WELFARE.

Section 2(h) of the Animal Welfare Act (7
U.S.C. 2132(h)) is amended by adding ‘‘an
owner of a common, domesticated household
pet who derives less than a substantial por-
tion of income from a nonprimary source (as
determined by the Secretary) for exhibiting
an animal that exclusively resides at the res-
idence of the pet owner,” after ‘‘stores,”.
SEC. 12208. PROHIBITION ON ATTENDING AN ANI-

MAL FIGHT OR CAUSING A MINOR
TO ATTEND AN ANIMAL FIGHT; EN-
FORCEMENT OF ANIMAL FIGHTING
PROVISIONS.

(a) PROHIBITION ON ATTENDING AN ANIMAL
FIGHT OR CAUSING A MINOR TO ATTEND AN
ANIMAL FIGHT.—Section 26 of the Animal
Welfare Act (7 U.S.C. 2156) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘SPON-
SORING OR EXHIBITING AN ANIMAL IN’’ and in-
serting ‘‘SPONSORING OR EXHIBITING AN ANI-
MAL IN, ATTENDING, OR CAUSING A MINOR TO
ATTEND”;

(B) in paragraph (1)—

(i) in the heading, by striking ‘“IN GEN-
ERAL’ and inserting ‘‘SPONSORING OR EXHIB-
ITING”’; and

(i) by striking ‘“‘paragraph (2)”’ and insert-
ing ‘“‘paragraph (3)"’;

(C) by redesignating paragraph (2) as para-
graph (3); and

(D) by inserting after paragraph (1) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

¢(2) ATTENDING OR CAUSING A MINOR TO AT-
TEND.—It shall be unlawful for any person
to—

“(A) knowingly attend an animal fighting
venture; or

‘(B) knowingly cause a minor to attend an
animal fighting venture.”’; and

(2) in subsection (g), by adding at the end
the following new paragraph:

¢“(5) the term ‘minor’ means a person under
the age of 18 years old.”.

(b) ENFORCEMENT OF ANIMAL FIGHTING PRO-
HIBITIONS.—Section 49 of title 18, United
States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“Whoever” and inserting
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Whoever’’;

(2) in subsection (a), as designated by para-
graph (1) of this section, by striking ‘‘sub-
section (a),” and inserting ‘‘subsection
(a)(1),”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subsections:

“(b) ATTENDING AN ANIMAL FIGHTING VEN-
TURE.—Whoever violates subsection (a)(2)(A)
of section 26 of the Animal Welfare Act (7
U.S.C. 2156) shall be fined under this title,
imprisoned for not more than 1 year, or both,
for each violation.

““(c) CAUSING A MINOR TO ATTEND AN ANI-
MAL FIGHTING VENTURE.—Whoever violates
subsection (a)(2)(B) of section 26 (7 U.S.C.
2156) of the Animal Welfare Act shall be fined
under this title, imprisoned for not more
than 3 years, or both, for each violation.”.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Delaware is recognized.

AMENDMENT NO. 2287

Mr. CARPER. I call up amendment
No. 2287 and ask unanimous consent
that the reading be dispensed with.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Delaware [Mr. CARPER],
for himself and Mr. BOOZMAN, proposes an
amendment numbered 2287.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To modify a provision relating to

high-priority research and extension ini-

tiatives)

On page 805, strike lines 18 through 22 and
insert the following:

(43), (47), (48), (1), and (52);

(B) by redesignating paragraphs (6), (9),
(10), (40), (44), (45), (46), (49), and (50) as para-
graphs (1), (2), (3), (4), (5), (6), (7), (8), and (9),
respectively; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

(10) CORN, SOYBEAN MEAL, CEREAL GRAINS,
AND GRAIN BYPRODUCTS RESEARCH AND EXTEN-
SION.—Research and extension grants may be
made under this section for the purpose of
carrying out or enhancing research to im-
prove the digestibility, nutritional value,
and efficiency of use of corn, soybean meal,
cereal grains, and grain byproducts for the
poultry and food animal production indus-
tries.”’;

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided.

Mr. CARPER. Madam President,
roughly two-thirds of the cost of rais-
ing a chicken is the cost of feed. In re-
cent years, the cost of feed, including
the cost of corn, has, as we know, risen
dramatically, raising with it the cost
of chicken and other meats in our su-
permarkets. These rising costs have
placed a strain on the poultry industry,
among others, and on consumers too.
That is why I joined with Senator
B00zMAN in offering an amendment to
this bill that makes improving the effi-
ciency, digestibility, and nutritional
value of feed for poultry and live-
stock—including corn, soybean meal,
grains and grain byproducts—a top re-
search priority at the U.S. Department
of Agriculture.

By improving the food used to raise
our chickens and livestock we can pro-
vide the poultry and livestock industry
with a greater variety of feed choices
for use in their operations. But this re-
search will not only benefit our coun-
try’s food producers, it also benefits
our Nation’s families by continuing to
provide consumers with affordable
high-quality food.

Senator BOOzZMAN and I urge its adop-
tion.

Ms. STABENOW. I commend Senator
CARPER. I have to say he has men-
tioned to me many times there are 300
chickens for every person in Delaware.
I think I have that in my memory now.
I commend him for his work.

We are yielding back time, and we
have agreed to a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate, the question is on
agreeing to the amendment.

The amendment (No. 2287) was agreed
to.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT WITH INSTRUCTIONS

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Madam
President, I have a motion at the desk.

The legislative clerk read as follows:
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Mr. Johnson the Senator from Wisconsin,
moves to recommit the bill S. 3240 to the
Committee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and
Forestry of the Senate with instructions to
report the same back to the Senate after re-
moving the title relating to nutrition and to
report to the Senate as a separate bill the
title related to nutrition.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will now be 2 minutes of debate equally
divided.

The Senator from Wisconsin.

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. This is a
pretty straightforward motion. It re-
commits the bill in the Senate back to
the committee to have that committee
report back to the full Senate two sep-
arate bills. It recognizes the reality
that what we have in front of us is not
really a farm bill but a food stamp bill.

The history is that in 1964 we made
food stamps permanent. In 1973 we
combined the food stamp portion with
the farm bill to ease passage of both
votes—to make it easier to spend
money. That has worked pretty well
because when the food stamp bill was
first passed, it cost $3756 million—mil-
lion—per year. Really, 500,000 people
were eligible. Since that point in time
it is now going to cost $772 billion over
10 years. It is now 78 percent the size of
this entire package.

Again, I think it is more than appro-
priate to split these bills in two so both
bills, the food stamp bill and the farm
bill, would get more scrutiny and there
would be more debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. I ask for
the yeas and nays.

Ms. STABENOW. Madam President, I
rise to oppose the motion to recommit.
After all the hard work we have been
doing, I am not sure we want to do it
twice this year on a farm bill. But on
a more serious note, let me just indi-
cate, again, these are major reforms,
$23 billion-plus in deficit reduction. It
addresses the diversity of agriculture—
16 million jobs are connected to agri-
culture in every corner of our country.
All of us have a stake in food security.
We have the safest, most affordable
food supply in the world thanks to a
lot of hard-working folks all across
this country.

We believe what we have put forward
is something worthy of support. We ap-
preciate all the hard work everyone is
doing, the changes that are being
made. But I urge we not recommit this
bill.

Mr. JOHNSON of Wisconsin. Madam
President, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion.

The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr.
MANCHIN). Are there any other Sen-
ators in the Chamber desiring to vote?
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The result was announced—yeas 40,
nays 59, as follows:
[Rollcall Vote No. 1563 Leg.]

YEAS—40
Alexander Graham Murkowski
Ayotte Grassley Paul
Barrasso Hatch Portman
Blunt Heller Risch
Boozman Hutchison Roberts
Burr Inhofe Rubio
Chambliss Isakson Sessions
Coats Johanns
Coburn Johnson (WI) ’?};‘elby
Corker Kyl une
Cornyn Lee TQomey
Crapo McCain Vl,tter
DeMint McConnell Wicker
Enzi Moran
NAYS—59
Akaka Gillibrand Murray
Baucus Hagan Nelson (NE)
Begich Harkin Nelson (FL)
Bennet Hoeven Pryor
Bingaman Inouye Reed
Blumenthal Johnson (SD) Reid
ggg\?v; (MA) glegglchar Rockefeller
Brown (OH) Kohl Zzﬁgzzr
Cantwell Landrieu
Cardin Lautenberg Shaheen
Carper Leahy Snowe
Casey Levin Stabenow
Cochran Lieberman Tester
Collins Lugar Udall (CO)
Conrad Manchin Udall (NM)
Coons McCaskill Warner
Durbin Menendez Webb
Feinstein Merkley Whitehouse
Franken Mikulski Wyden
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The motion was rejected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Vermont.

AMENDMENT NO. 2254

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I call
up my amendment No. 2254.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS]
proposes an amendment numbered 2254.

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
that reading of the amendment be dis-
pensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(Purpose: To improve the community wood
energy program)

On page 914, line 14, strike ‘‘Section’” and
insert the following:

(a) DEFINITION OF BIOMASS CONSUMER COOP-
ERATIVE.—Section 9013(a) of the Farm Secu-
rity and Rural Investment Act of 2002 (7
U.S.C. 8113(a)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2)
as paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively; and

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2) (as so
redesignated) the following:

‘(1) BIOMASS CONSUMER COOPERATIVE.—The
term ‘biomass consumer cooperative’ means
a consumer membership organization the
purpose of which is to provide members with
services or discounts relating to the pur-
chase of biomass heating products or bio-
mass heating systems.”’.

(b) GRANT PROGRAM.—Section 9013(b)(1) of
the Farm Security and Rural Investment
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8113(b)(1)) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘“‘and”
after the semicolon at the end;

(2) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

““(C) grants of up to $50,000 to biomass con-
sumer cooperatives for the purpose of estab-
lishing or expanding biomass consumer co-
operatives that will provide consumers with
services or discounts relating to—
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‘(i) the purchase of biomass heating sys-
tems;

‘‘(ii) biomass heating products, including
wood chips, wood pellets, and advanced
biofuels; or

‘“(iii) the delivery and storage of biomass
of heating products.”.

(¢) MATCHING FUNDS.—Section 9013(d) of
the Farm Security and Rural Investment
Act of 2002 (7 U.S.C. 8113(d)) is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘A State or local govern-
ment that receives a grant under subsection
(b)”” and inserting the following:

‘(1) STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS.—A
State or local government that receives a
grant under subparagraph (A) or (B) of sub-
section (b)(1)”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

*(2) BIOMASS CONSUMER COOPERATIVES.—A
biomass consumer cooperative that receives
a grant under subsection (b)(1)(C) shall con-
tribute an amount of non-Federal funds
(which may include State, local, and non-
profit funds and membership dues) toward
the establishment or expansion of a biomass
consumer cooperative that is at least equal
to 50 percent of the amount of Federal funds
received for that purpose.”.

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
Section

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, this is
a noncontroversial amendment which,
according to the CBO, has zero costs. It
is supported by the National Wildlife
Federation, the American Forest Foun-
dation, the Biomass Thermal Energy
Council, and the Trust for Public Land.

This amendment would simply allow,
under the Community Wood Energy
Program, a new category of small
grants to be created which would pro-
vide seed capital for biomass coopera-
tives through grants of up to $50,000.
These cooperatives would have the op-
portunity to work with local wood pel-
let or wood chip manufacturers to sup-
ply bulk purchases that provide con-
sumers with modest discounts.

This amendment can help our Nation
move forward to more locally produced
renewable biomass heating. Again, ac-
cording to the CBO, it has zero costs,
and I would ask for the support of my
colleagues.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
support the amendment by the Senator
from Vermont and yield back time. It
is my understanding that we will pro-
ceed to a voice vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2254) was agreed
to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

AMENDMENT NO. 2363, AS MODIFIED

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the adoption
of Vitter amendment No. 2363, as modi-
fied, be vitiated; and further, that the
Vitter amendment, as modified, be sub-
ject to a 60-affirmative-vote threshold.

I turn now to Senator VITTER.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.
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Mr. VITTER. Mr. President, I expect
this amendment to pass, but I know
some Members expected a vote, and I
certainly wanted to provide them that
vote with a 60-vote threshold.

I urge support of this bipartisan
amendment. It does two things. First
of all, it clears up a situation in the
context of the film industry where
there are certain unintended regula-
tions of extras and actors bringing
their pets on the set. All of a sudden
that is being captured by regulation
which is intended for zoo animals and
circus animals, and things such as
that. There is no opposition to this
part of the amendment at all.

Secondly, because of the modifica-
tion, which adds a provision supported
by myself and Senators BLUMENTHAL,
KIRK, and others, that would make it
illegal under Federal law to attend an
animal fight. It is already outlawed to
help organize an animal fight under
Federal law. It is also illegal to attend
one under State law in 49 States. This
will make Federal law similar to State
law and will help Federal authorities
work with local government in sting
operations, and that is what they nor-
mally do.

I ask support for this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority leader is recognized.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I have been
in contact with Senator MCCONNELL.
We are making good progress here. The
goal is to get down to 10 votes. Once we
get down to 10 votes, we will stop for
the night. We should be able to do that
in the next hour or hour and half, give
or take a few minutes. I think the goal
is reachable.

We will come in tomorrow. We have
some important votes tomorrow. Don’t
forget that we have flood insurance. I
hope we can move up the vote on clo-
ture on flood insurance tomorrow. If
not, we are going to have to vote on it
on Friday. We have done that in the
past. We should be able to do that. The
goal is 10 votes left by the time we
leave here this evening.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
further debate on the Vitter amend-
ment?

Mr. VITTER. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, if I
might, I am not sure if we have anyone
in opposition. I rise in strong support
of this amendment. We know that
there are Members who wanted the op-
portunity to vote and record a ‘‘no”’
vote. I hope that since we passed this
by a voice vote a bit ago, we will have
an overwhelming affirmative vote for
this amendment. I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. The yeas and nays have been or-
dered.The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk called the
roll.
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Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 88,
nays 11, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 154 Leg.]

YEAS—88
Akaka Grassley Murkowski
Ayotte Hagan Murray
Barrasso Harkin Nelson (NE)
Baucus Hatch Nelson (FL)
Begich Heller Portman
Bennet Hoeven Pryor
gurr;enthal i{utchlson Reed

un nouye ;
Boozman Isakson g?ld
isch
Boxer Johanns Roberts
Brown (MA) Johnson (WI)
Brown (OH) Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Cantwell Kerry Sanders
Cardin Klobuchar Schumer
Carper Kohl Shaheen
Casey Kyl Shelby
Chambliss Landrieu Snowe
Coats Lautenberg Stabenow
Cochran Leahy Tester
Collins Levin Thune
Conrad Lieberman Toomey
Coons Lugar Udall (CO)
Corker Manchin Udall (NM)
Cornyn McCain Vitter
gra%(? Mcgaskillll Warner
urbin cConne

Engi . Menendez gfl]iaf];aehouse
Feinstein Merkley X

N . Wicker
Franken Mikulski Wyd
Gillibrand Moran yden

NAYS—11
Alexander DeMint Paul
Bingaman Graham Rubio
Burr Inhofe Sessions
Coburn Lee

NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order requiring 60 votes
for the adoption of this amendment, as
modified, the amendment is agreed to.

The Senator from Georgia.

AMENDMENT NO. 2438

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
call up Chambliss amendment No. 2438.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. CHAMBLISS]
proposes an amendment numbered 2438.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To establish highly erodible land

and wetland conservation compliance re-

quirements for the Federal crop insurance
program)

At the end of subtitle G of title II, add the
following:

SEC. 2609. HIGHLY ERODIBLE LAND AND WET-
LAND CONSERVATION FOR CROP IN-
SURANCE.

(a) HIGHLY ERODIBLE LAND PROGRAM INELI-
GIBILITY.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1211(a)(1) of the
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C.
3811(a)(1)) is amended—

(A) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘or”’
at the end;

(B) in subparagraph (D), by adding ‘‘or’’ at
the end; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

“(BE) any portion of premium paid by the
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation for a
plan or policy of insurance under the Federal
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.);”.

(2) EXEMPTIONS.—Section 1212(a)(2) of the
Food Security Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C.
3812(a)(2)) is amended—
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(A) in the first sentence, by striking ‘(2)
If,” and inserting the following:

(2) ELIGIBILITY BASED ON COMPLIANCE WITH
CONSERVATION PLAN.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—If,”’;

(B) in the second sentence, by striking “‘In
carrying’’ and inserting the following:

“(B) MINIMIZATION OF DOCUMENTATION.—In
carrying’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘(C) CROP INSURANCE.—In the case of pay-
ments that are subject to section 1211 for the
first time due to the amendment made by
section 2609(a) of the Agriculture Reform,
Food, and Jobs Act of 2012, any person who
produces an agricultural commodity on the
land that is the basis of the payments shall
have until January 1 of the fifth year after
the date on which the payments became sub-
ject to section 1211 to develop and comply
with an approved conservation plan.”.

(b) WETLAND CONSERVATION PROGRAM IN-
ELIGIBILITY.—Section 1221(b) of the Food Se-
curity Act of 1985 (16 U.S.C. 3821) is amended
by adding at the end the following:

‘“(4) Any portion of premium paid by the
Federal Crop Insurance Corporation for a
plan or policy of insurance under the Federal
Crop Insurance Act (7 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.).”.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, this
amendment would require those who
receive crop insurance protection from
the Federal Government to now follow
conservation compliance laws. Con-
servation compliance was enacted as
part of the 1985 farm bill and has con-
tributed almost singlehandedly to al-
most three decades of progress in lim-
iting erosion, cleaning up waterways,
and protecting wetlands. For those of
us who love to fish and hunt, that has
been of critical importance. No other
program has done more for protecting
our farmland and topsoil than con-
servation compliance.

In 1996 Congress exempted crop insur-
ance from the conservation require-
ment. Back then, the reason for doing
s0 was to increase participation in the
Crop Insurance Program. And that is
exactly what we have seen. We have
seen premium subsidies increase by 500
percent.

The farm bill we are debating now
will incentivize farmers to move from
title I programs to crop insurance, and
as a result soil and wetland conserva-
tion will not be a policy priority. And
it should be. This shift will likely ad-
versely impact soil and conservation
without this amendment.

If crop insurance is going to be the
preferred safety net for farmers, then
we also need to make sure the program
does not incentivize farmers to elimi-
nate the gains we have made in the last
25 years.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. I urge adoption of
the amendment.

Who yields time?

The Senator from Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I rise
to speak in opposition to the amend-
ment of my friend and colleague.

The battle cry for conservation com-
pliance requirements to be attached to
crop insurance seems, strangely, to as-
sume that conservation compliance is
somehow eliminated in commodity
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programs in this new bill. This is not
true. Conservation compliance is at-
tached to the new farm revenue pro-
gram in title I of the bill. Conservation
compliance is also attached to the
marketing loan program.

To duplicate the same requirements
in crop insurance is wasteful of govern-
ment resources, taxpayer dollars, and
will cause a lot more paperwork. When
your farmers find out you are wasting
taxpayer dollars and are in charge of a
duplicative effort and making them fill
out more paperwork, you will have to
hide in your office for 4 weeks. Do not
hide in your office for 4 weeks. Vote no.

Mr. GRASSLEY. Amen.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. I ask for the yeas
and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.

The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 52,
nays 47, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 155 Leg.]

YEAS—b2

Bennet Harkin Murkowski
Bingaman Hatch Pryor
Boozman Inouye Reed
Boxer Isakson Reid
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Brown (OH) Kerry Rubio
Burrl Klobuchar Sanders
gardm‘ Eo?l Schumer

Arper o Shaheen
Casey Landrieu Snowe
Chambliss Lautenberg Test
Collins Leahy ester
Coons Levin Udall (NM)
Durbin Lieberman Warner
Feinstein Manchin Wel?b
Franken Menendez Whitehouse
Graham Merkley Wyden
Hagan Mikulski

NAYS—47

Akaka DeMint Murray
Alexander Enzi Nelson (NE)
Ayotte Gillibrand Nelson (FL)
Barrasso Grassley Paul
Baucus Heller Portman
Begich Hoeven Risch
giurr;enthal i{l;tcglison Roberts

un nhofe ;
Cantwell Johanns zflislggls
Coats Johnson (WI) Stabeno
Coburn Lee Th W
Cochran Lugar une
Conrad McCain Toomey
Corker McCaskill Udall (CO)
Cornyn McConnell Vl'cter
Crapo Moran Wicker

NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2438) was agreed

to.
AMENDMENT NO. 2437

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I call up
amendment No. 2437.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
THUNE] proposes an amendment numbered
24317.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the reading of
the amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To limit the amount of premium
subsidy provided by the Federal Crop In-
surance Corporation on behalf of any per-
son or legal entity with an average ad-
justed gross income in excess of $750,000,
with a delayed application of the limita-
tion until completion of a study on the ef-
fects of the limitation)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY
BASED ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED
GROSS INCOME.

Section 508(e) of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)) (as amended by
section 11023(b)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

*“(9) LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY BASED
ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.—

‘““(A) DEFINITION OF AVERAGE ADJUSTED
GROSS INCOME.—In this paragraph, the term
‘average adjusted gross income’ has the
meaning given the term in section 1001D(a)
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C.
1308-3a(a)).

‘““(B) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this subtitle and begin-
ning with the 2014 reinsurance year, in the
case of any producer that is a person or legal
entity that has an average adjusted gross in-
come in excess of $750,000 based on the most
recent data available from the Farm Service
Agency as of the beginning of the reinsur-
ance year, the total amount of premium sub-
sidy provided with respect to additional cov-
erage under subsection (c), section 508B, or
section 508C issued on behalf of the producer
for a reinsurance year shall be 15 percentage
points less than the premium subsidy pro-
vided in accordance with this subsection
that would otherwise be available for the ap-
plicable policy, plan of insurance, and cov-
erage level selected by the producer.

¢“(C) APPLICATION.—

‘(i) STUDY.—Not later than 1 year after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary,
in consultation with the approved insurance
providers, shall carry out a study to deter-
mine the effects of the limitation described
in subparagraph (B) on—

‘“(I) the overall operations of the Federal
crop insurance program;

“(IT) the number of producers participating
in the Federal crop insurance program;

‘“(IIT) the amount of premiums paid by par-
ticipating producers;

‘“(IV) any potential liability for approved
insurance providers;

(V) any crops or growing regions that
may be disproportionately impacted;

“(VI) program rating structures;

“(VII) creation of schemes or devices to
evade the impact of the limitation; and

“(VIII) underwriting gains and losses.

‘‘(ii) EFFECTIVENESS.—The limitation de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) shall not take ef-
fect unless the Secretary determines,
through the study described in clause (i),
that the limitation would not—

‘(D increase the premium amount paid by
producers with an average adjusted gross in-
come of less than $750,000;

““(IT) result in a decline in the availability
of crop insurance services to producers; and
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“‘(III) increase the costs to the Federal gov-
ernment to administer the Federal crop in-
surance program established under this sub-
title.”.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, in the
years 1994 to 2003, the Congress appro-
priated over $36 billion in ad hoc or
emergency assistance for farmers and
ranchers across this country above and
beyond the normal farm program pay-
ments. Let me say that again—$36 bil-
lion in a 10-year period between 1994
and 2003 above and beyond normal farm
program payments.

Since the emergence of the Crop In-
surance Program, we have seen those
disaster ad hoc emergency bills go
away. The Crop Insurance Program is
the centerpiece of this farm policy.
That is what this entire farm bill is
built around. That is what farmers and
producers in this country said they
wanted.

There is going to be an amendment
offered by our colleagues Senators
DURBIN and COBURN that would limit
the availability of that to people who
have adjusted gross incomes under
$750,000. What I would say to that is
that this amendment—the amendment
I am offering—is not about those who
are making more than $750,000; it is
about those who make less whose pre-
miums would go up as a result of that
change.

We need a good, strong Crop Insur-
ance Program for the farmers in this
country. That is what this farm bill is
built upon. We should not take any
chances with it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, this is a
good farm bill. It eliminates direct
payments and a lot of subsidies. But
there is one aspect of Federal subsidy
in this bill that goes untouched; it is
the Federal subsidy from our Treasury
to pay for the crop insurance pre-
miums. Sixty-two percent, the GAO
tells us, of crop insurance premiums
are paid for by taxpayers, which means
those who are using crop insurance are
relying on the Treasury.

So Senator COBURN and I, a political
odd couple I will admit, said, for at
least those making over $750,000 a year,
we are going to trim the Federal sub-
sidy by 15 percentage points. How
many farmers would be affected by this
nationwide—15,000 farmers out of 1.5
million.

The Thune amendment says: We can-
not reduce this subsidy, even though it
saves us $1 billion. We cannot reduce
this subsidy—in his language—if it
adds any administrative expense. So if
it costs $1 to even figure out who the
15,000 farmers are, no way we are going
to save $1 billion.

Vote against the Thune amendment
and then vote for Durbin-Coburn. Vot-
ing for both does not get the job done.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to be able to re-
spond to the comments of the Senator
from Illinois.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, how
much time does he have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No time
is remaining.

Is there objection?

Mr. DUBIN. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. President, I ask for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
would support the yeas and nays and
just strongly urge a ‘‘yes” vote on the
Thune amendment.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, I will
support the yeas and nays and stand
with the chairwoman and Senator
THUNE.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BEN-
NET). Are there any other Senators in
the Chamber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 44,
nays 55, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 156 Leg.]

YEAS—44
Alexander Heller Nelson (NE)
Barrasso Hoeven Nelson (FL)
Begich Hutchison Reid
Blunt Inhofe Risch
Casey Isakson Roberts
Chambliss Johanns Sanders
Coats Johnson (SD) Schumer
Collins Klobuchar
helb;
Cornyn Landrieu Sngwg
Crapo Leahy Stabenow
Enzi Lugar Test
Feinstein McCaskill ester
Gillibrand McConnell Thune
Hagan Moran Vitter
Hatch Murkowski Wicker
NAYS—b55

Akaka DeMint Mikulski
Ayotte Durbin Murray
Baucus Franken Paul
Bennet Graham Portman
Bingaman Grassley Pryor
Blumenthal Harkin Reed
Boozman Inouye Rockefeller
Boxer Johnson (WI) s
Brown (MA) Kerry lszé’lsbsli(:)ns
Brown (OH) Kohl Shah
Bur Kyl aheen

urr ¥ Toomey
Cantwell Lautenberg
Cardin Lee Udall (CO)
Carper Levin Udall (NM)
Coburn Lieberman Warner
Cochran Manchin Webb
Conrad McCain Whitehouse
Coons Menendez Wyden
Corker Merkley

NOT VOTING—1
Kirk
The amendment (No. 2437) was re-

jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.
AMENDMENT NO. 2439
Mr. COBURN. I call up amendment
No. 2439.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the amendment.
The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. COBURN],
for himself and Mr. DURBIN, proposes an
amendment numbered 2439.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To limit the amount of premium
subsidy provided by the Federal Crop In-
surance Corporation on behalf of any per-
son or legal entity with an average ad-
justed gross income in excess of $750,000,
with a delayed application of the limita-
tion until completion of a study on the ef-
fects of the limitation)

At the appropriate place, insert the fol-
lowing:

SEC. . LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY

BASED ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED
GROSS INCOME.

Section 508(e) of the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act (7 U.S.C. 1508(e)) (as amended by
section 11023(b)) is amended by adding at the
end the following:

¢“(9) LIMITATION ON PREMIUM SUBSIDY BASED
ON AVERAGE ADJUSTED GROSS INCOME.—

““(A) DEFINITION OF AVERAGE ADJUSTED
GROSS INCOME.—In this paragraph, the term
‘average adjusted gross income’ has the
meaning given the term in section 1001D(a)
of the Food Security Act of 1985 (7 U.S.C.
1308-3a(a)).

‘(B) LIMITATION.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of this subtitle and begin-
ning with the 2014 reinsurance year, in the
case of any producer that is a person or legal
entity that has an average adjusted gross in-
come in excess of $750,000 based on the most
recent data available from the Farm Service
Agency as of the beginning of the reinsur-
ance year, the total amount of premium sub-
sidy provided with respect to additional cov-
erage under subsection (c), section 508B, or
section 508C issued on behalf of the producer
for a reinsurance year shall be 15 percentage
points less than the premium subsidy pro-
vided in accordance with this subsection
that would otherwise be available for the ap-
plicable policy, plan of insurance, and cov-
erage level selected by the producer.

¢(C) APPLICATION.—

‘(i) STUDY.—Not later than 1 year after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary,
in consultation with the Government Ac-
countability Office, shall carry out a study
to determine the effects of the limitation de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) on—

‘(D) the overall operations of the Federal
crop insurance program;

‘“(IT) the number of producers participating
in the Federal crop insurance program;

““(ITI) the level of coverage purchased by
participating producers;

“(IV) the amount of premiums paid by par-
ticipating producers and the Federal Govern-
ment;

‘“(V) any potential liability for partici-
pating producers, approved insurance pro-
viders, and the Federal Government;

“(VI) different crops or growing regions;

‘(VII) program rating structures;

‘“(VIII) creation of schemes or devices to
evade the impact of the limitation; and

“(IX) administrative and operating ex-
penses paid to approved insurance providers
and underwriting gains and loss for the Fed-
eral government and approved insurance pro-
viders.

‘(ii) EFFECTIVENESS.—The limitation de-
scribed in subparagraph (B) shall not take ef-
fect unless the Secretary determines,
through the study described in clause (i),
that the limitation would not—

““(I) significantly increase the premium
amount paid by producers with an average
adjusted gross income of less than $750,000;
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“(ITI) result in a decline in the crop insur-
ance coverage available to producers; and

‘(III) increase the total cost of the Federal
Crop insurance program.".

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

The Senator from Oklahoma.

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, this is
an amendment that both Senator DUR-
BIN and I have offered. It is not nearly
as severe as the GAO’s recommenda-
tion for this program.

The very wealthiest of farmers, in
terms of income in this country, are
the people most likely to buy less crop
insurance, not more. Yet we subsidize
them at the same rate as we do the
middle-income and lower income farm-
ers.

This is straightforward. If you want
to save $1 billion, if you want to tackle
the debt, here is a way that will allow
us to save $1 billion and not put any-
body at risk. Highly capitalized farm-
ers don’t insure at the same rate as
lower capitalized farmers.

This will be the only program, if this
amendment doesn’t pass, that doesn’t
have a payment limitation on it in
terms of adjusted gross income. So
there should be no question we should
do this just in terms of fairness of all
the sacrifices we are going to ask ev-
erybody else in this country to make in
the coming years. This ought to be
part of this farm program.

I yield back.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Who yields time? The Senator from
Kansas.

Mr. ROBERTS. Mr. President, on be-
half of Chairwoman STABENOW, myself,
Senator THUNE, and every farm organi-
zation and commodity group in Amer-
ica, I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment. It will impact every single pro-
ducer in the program, not those that
exceed this arbitrary limit or ‘‘rich
producers.” The rest will pay higher
premiums when they are out of the
program because that is what happens
with an insurance pool.

I have no doubt, just as sure as I am
standing here and the Senator from
Oklahoma is sitting there and contem-
plating this, that under this amend-
ment we will soon return to the days of
low crop insurance participation,
multibillion-dollar ad hoc disaster pro-
grams, just as in the 1990s—$36 billion
over 10 years, $11 billion in 1 year.
These are a disaster to plan, to legis-
late, and to implement.

If you are for these ad hoc disaster
programs, you better hide for at least 6
weeks in your office. We just passed
two where you are hiding for 2 and 4.
Now you are going to have to hide in
your office for 6 weeks. Don’t hide in
your office for 6 weeks. Vote no.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. COBURN. I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be a sufficient sec-
ond.
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The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. KYL. The following Senator is
necessarily absent: the Senator from
Illinois (Mr. KIRK).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 66,
nays 33, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 157 Leg.]

YEAS—66
Akaka Feinstein Mikulski
Alexander Franken Murkowski
Ayotte Graham Murray
Begich Grassley Nelson (FL)
Bennet Harkin Paul
Bingaman Hatch Portman
Blumenthal Heller Reed
Boxer Inouye Reid
Brown (MA) Johnson (SD) Rockefeller
Brown (OH) Johnson (WI) Rubio
Burr Kerry Schumer
Cantwell Klobuchar Sessions
Cardin Kohl Shaheen
Carper Kyl Shelby
Casey Lautenberg Snowe
Coburn Lee Toomey
Collins Levin Udall (CO)
Conrad Lieberman Udall (NM)
Coons Manchin Warner
Corker McCain Webb
DeMint Menendez Whitehouse
Durbin Merkley Wyden
NAYS—33
Barrasso Hagan Moran
Baucus Hoeven Nelson (NE)
Blunt Hutchison Pryor
Boozman Inhofe Risch
Chambliss Isakson Roberts
Coats Johanns Sanders
Cochran Landrieu Stabenow
Cornyn Leahy Tester
Crapo Lugar Thune
Enzi McCaskill Vitter
Gillibrand McConnell Wicker
NOT VOTING—1
Kirk

The amendment (No. 2439) was agreed
to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I move to
reconsider the vote and I move to lay
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, we have
made a lot of progress on this legisla-
tion. We are down to 10 or 11 amend-
ments. We are going to come in tomor-
row and finish this bill. We are going to
try to get permission—I understand we
can—to have a cloture vote tomorrow.

We have to figure out where we are
going on flood insurance. It is obvious,
with all the problems we are having
with flood insurance, we are not going
to finish that tomorrow or the next
day; but we have to work toward com-
pleting that as quickly as we can next
week. Remember, the program expires
at the end of the month—and the end
of the month is coming very quickly.
We have two voice votes, but this will
be the last recorded vote. We will come
in tomorrow and work through these.
We will have the staff work with the
requests people have for time on the
floor and other things that need to be
done.

We don’t know exactly what time we
are coming in tomorrow or what time
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the votes will start, but as soon as we

can. There will be votes all through the

lunch hour. Everybody should under-

stand that. We hope to be able to finish

by 3 p.m. tomorrow afternoon.
AMENDMENT NO. 2340

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia is recognized.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
call up Chambliss amendment No. 2340.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. CHAM-
BLISS], for himself and Mr. ISAKSON, propose
an amendment numbered 2340.

The amendment is as follows:

(Purpose: To move the sugar import quota

adjustment date forward in the crop year)

On page 69, strike line 15 and insert the fol-
lowing:

(2) SUGAR IMPORT QUOTA ADJUSTMENT
DATE.—Section 359k(b) of the Agricultural
Adjustment Act of 1938 (7 U.S.C. 1359kk(b)) is
amended—

(A) by striking ‘““APRIL 1’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘“‘FEBRUARY 1’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘April 1’ each place it ap-
pears and inserting ‘“‘February 1.

(3) EFFECTIVE PERIOD.—Section 3591(a) of

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, the
amendment I am offering has a very fo-
cused and modest reform objective—
specifically, to accelerate by 60 days
the date on which USDA may increase
the import quota, if in the agency’s
judgment such action is needed to ade-
quately supply the Nation’s demand for
sugar.

The current farm bill prohibits the
USDA from adjusting the minimum
sugar quota imports until April 1 of the
crop year unless there is an emergency
shortage of sugar that is caused by
war, flood, hurricane, or other natural
disaster, or other similar event as de-
termined by the Secretary.

Experience with the April 1 date has
been very unsatisfactory to inde-
pendent domestic sugar refiners and
their refined sugar customers who have
annually experienced shortfalls in the
supply of sugar and endured the ele-
vated prices that ensue from inad-
equacy of timely supply. The April 1
date leaves precious little time in the
balance of the sugar crop year for
USDA’s complex bureaucratic process.

I ask support for this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The Senator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
that we take this as a voice vote. We
have an agreement to proceed to do
that.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no further debate on the amendment,
the question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment (No. 2340) was agreed
to.

AMENDMENT NO. 2432

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
ask that my amendment No. 2432 be
called up.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.
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The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Georgia [Mr. CHAMBLISS]
proposes an amendment numbered 2432.

The amendment is as follows:
(Purpose: To repeal mandatory funding for

the farmers market and local food pro-

motion program) In section 10003(7), strike

subparagraph (A).

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, this
amendment simply strikes $20 million
annually in mandatory funds from the
Farmers Market Promotion Program.
The program will still retain its au-
thorization for annual appropriations
at $20 million per year.

I understand the important role that
farmers markets play in connecting
consumers with the farmers who grow
their food. However, this is a grant pro-
gram that should be funded with dis-
cretionary appropriations. We can’t
give every program in the farm bill
mandatory money at a time of fiscal
crisis.

The number of farmers markets in
the United States has grown exponen-
tially over the last 5 years. The Agri-
culture Marketing Service reports that
in mid-2011, there were 7,175 farmers
markets in the United States. This was
a 17-percent increase over 2010.

This amendment will save the gov-
ernment $200 million over the next 10
years while still allowing the program
to retain its integrity. I ask for consid-
eration and for an affirmative vote.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
strongly oppose this amendment. This
relates to a very important growth
area in agriculture regarding farmers
markets. We now have farmers mar-
kets all across the country in every
community, providing the chance for
local growers to come together, for
families to receive healthy food and
have access to local food in their com-
munities.

I know in Michigan for every $10 fam-
ilies spend at a farmers market we
have $40 million in economic activity—
just in Michigan alone, for $10.

I strongly urge a ‘‘no’” vote on this
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment (No. 2432) was re-
jected.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Michigan.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I
first want to say thank you to all of
our colleagues for their wonderful work
today—and apologize. I think when I
was speaking a moment ago I was not
exactly clear, after numerous hours on
the floor. It is true that if a family
spends $10 at a farmers market, it gen-
erates economic activity in Michigan
of $40 million—that is if every family
in Michigan spent $10. I don’t know if
that is any clearer, but I apologize. 1
think at the end of the day I was not
clear.

Before going to a unanimous consent
request, I thank the leader—both our
leaders for their patience and diligence
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and for supporting our efforts. We have
had a long day. People have worked
very hard. We are near the end. We are
going to have a farm bill. We are going
to have major reform, $23 billion in def-
icit reduction. We are doing it alto-
gether through a process where we pro-
pose amendments and vote on amend-
ments, and the Senate is operating in
regular order. We appreciate
everybody’s hard work, hanging in
there with us as we get this done,
which we are on the path to do tomor-
TOow.
AMENDMENT NO. 2202

I ask unanimous consent that the
Bennet-Crapo amendment No. 2202 be
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

The amendment (No. 2202) was agreed
to, as follows:

(Purpose: To improve agricultural land

easements)

On page 205, line 4, insert ‘‘by eligible enti-
ties” after ‘‘purchase’.

On page 207, lines 10 and 11, strike ‘‘contig-
uous acres’’ and insert ‘‘areas’.

On page 208, line 24, insert ‘‘if terms of the
easement are not enforced by the holder of
the easement’” before the semicolon at the
end.

EASEMENT AND INSECT INFESTATION

Mr. BENNET. Mr. President, I rise
today to speak in strong support of the
farm bill we have on the floor, and to
recognize chairwoman STABENOW and
ranking member ROBERTS for con-
structing a bill that passed the Com-
mittee with strong, bipartisan support.

I would like to express my strong
support for the bill’s work on conserva-
tion including a reformed and stronger
conservation title, and a provision
known as ‘‘sodsaver’” that was au-
thored by Senator THUNE of South Da-
kota. I was a proud cosponsor of the
provision when we marked up the bill
in committee, and I am glad to see it in
the package on the floor.

I would also thank the Chair for in-
cluding the Bennet-Crapo amendment
regarding conservation easements in
the consent agreement, and I look for-
ward to the amendment’s expected pas-
sage later today.

Finally, I hope to continue to work
with the chair and ranking member on
two topics.

The first is easement policy. In my
State of Colorado, easements are an
important tool for protecting environ-
mentally vital and valuable grasslands.
We did a lot of great work in com-
mittee to simplify this program and
make it easier for the administration,
partner entities, and landowners to
use. One great thing S. 3240 does is pro-
vide a waiver for grasslands of signifi-
cance, making it easier for the Sec-
retary to enter into agreements to con-
serve these areas. The west is experi-
encing grassland loss, which impacts
soil and water quality. Anything we
can do to make it easier to protect this
land is needed.

The second issue centers on treating
insect infestations in our national for-
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ests. My State and others are experi-
encing epidemic levels of insect infes-
tations causing unbelievable levels of
tree mortality. I have been working
with Senator BINGAMAN, Senator BAU-
cUs, Senator WYDEN, Senator MARK
UDALL and others to make sure we
have the right policies in place to react
to the situation.

It is my understanding that the
chairwoman would be willing to work
with me on these important issues; is
that correct?

Ms. STABENOW. I thank the Senator
for his leadership as chairman of our
conservation subcommittee. I have
been glad to work with the Senator on
this legislation and I am committed to
continuing to work with him on ease-
ment and forestry issues.

CONSERVATION EASEMENT PROGRAM

Mrs. SHAHEEN. Mr. President, I ask
permission to engage in a colloquy
with the Senators from Michigan and
Vermont, Senators STABENOW and
LEAHY. I wish to address a problem
that affects many farmers and agricul-
tural producers in States, including
New Hampshire, with significant forest
cover. Agricultural producers face tre-
mendous development pressures as the
value of land increases. As chairwoman
of the Agriculture Committee, I know
Senator STABENOW has a great famili-
arity with this issue.

Ms. STABENOW. I thank my friend,
the senior Senator from New Hamp-
shire, for bringing attention to this im-
portant matter and for her incredible
leadership on forestry issues. Since she
was first sworn into the Senate, we
have worked together on forest con-
servation efforts, which are so impor-
tant for the Granite State and the
Great Lakes State. As my friend
knows, development and sprawl are
certainly pressuring our productive ag-
ricultural lands. One critical compo-
nent of the Agriculture Reform, Food,
and Jobs Act of 2012, the Agricultural
Conservation Easement Program, pro-
vides continued funding to allow farm-
ers and ranchers to voluntarily pur-
chase easements on their land to keep
it in agricultural use.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I agree that ease-
ment programs are an essential part of
the effort to keep land available for ag-
riculture. In New Hampshire, the
Farmland Protection Program has pro-
vided a crucial backstop against devel-
opment pressures, but the program has
not been as effective as it can be. I
know Senator LEAHY helped to create
the Farmland Protection Program
when he was chairman of the Agri-
culture Committee and his State has
used this program very effectively.

Mr. LEAHY. Like New Hampshire,
Vermont is one of the most forested
States in the country. Even farms with
a significant amount of open space
tend to have significant forested acre-
age and both are feeling tremendous
development pressures. While many ag-
ricultural producers in my state would
like to purchase easements to keep
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their lands working, a 2008 Natural Re-
source Conservation Service rule pro-
hibited the agency from protecting
tracts with more than two-thirds of
their acres under forest cover. This
rule has hampered conservation efforts
in Vermont. Has it had a similar effect
in Michigan?

Ms. STABENOW. It has. Like New
Hampshire and Vermont, Michigan is
heavily forested and this NRCS rule
has impacted the ability of agricul-
tural producers to purchase on their
working lands. I would like to clarify
that it is not the intent of Congress to
limit eligibility for critical easement
programs based on the forested acreage
of otherwise eligible land.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I thank my friend
for making that critical clarification.
Agricultural producers in New Hamp-
shire and many other States work pri-
marily on small farms. They may ac-
tively use only a small number of their
acres at any given time, and the rest of
their parcels tend to be forested. We
need to ensure that Federal programs
are tailored to fit local conditions and
doing away with restrictions on for-
ested land is an important part of mak-
ing NRCS easement programs as effec-
tive as they can be.

Mr. LEAHY. I completely agree. We
need to ensure that Federal programs
are carried out in a manner that en-
sures we Kkeep as much agricultural
land in working production as we pos-
sibly can. In Vermont, our forests are
an important part of that agricultural
landscape, especially with our maple
syrup producers who depend on these
productive and working forestlands.
According to USDA, the Northeast and
many other heavily forested regions of
the country have experienced long-
term  declines in cropland and
forestland use as a result of urban pres-
sures.

Ms. STABENOW. That is exactly
right. Once rural land is developed it
rarely reverts back to agricultural
uses, which is why Federal programs
are such a critical part of giving farm-
ers alternatives to converting their
land to nonagricultural uses. Our agri-
cultural producers should be able to ac-
cess these tools regardless of the per-
centage of their land they keep for-
ested.

Mrs. SHAHEEN. I couldn’t agree
more. I thank the Senator from Michi-
gan and the Senator from Vermont for
engaging in this colloquy to address
the importance of allowing agricul-
tural producers who own heavily for-
ested tracts to access NRCS easement
programs. This issue is of critical im-
portance to farmers in New Hampshire,
Michigan, and many other States.

MULTI-YEAR PRICE DECLINES

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I would like
to engage in a colloquy with my good
friends and colleagues the Senator
from Michigan and Chair of the Agri-
culture Committee, Senator STABENOW,
and the Chairman of the Finance Com-
mittee, Senator BAUCUS from Montana.

The Senate has been working the
past few weeks to get an agreement to
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move forward and complete our work
on the Farm Bill. The Senate Agri-
culture Committee passed a strong bi-
partisan bill out of the committee
under the strong leadership of Senator
STABENOW.

The Farm Bill is a reform bill which
cuts federal spending by $23 billion.
This is a rare example, this Congress,
of Senators working across the aisle to
pass a bill which helps to expand our
markets abroad, keep food on the table
for working families, and ensure our
conservation dollars are funding
projects to protect the land for years
to come.

With all of the changes in the farm
bill the largest changes have been
made to the Commodity Title of the
Farm Bill.

Congress has eliminated direct pay-
ments for a market-based safety net
which will pay producers when they ac-
tually experience a loss, known as the
Agricultural Risk Coverage program.
As direct payments are eliminated in
this farm bill, how does the bill protect
producers against multi-year price de-
clines?

Mr. BAUCUS. I agree with my good
friend, the majority leader, that this
farm bill is a reform bill. And I would
like to answer your questions about
how it addresses—or struggles to ad-
dress—multi-year price declines.

I worked very closely with Chair-
woman STABENOW, through the Senate
Agriculture Committee markup this
spring, along with my colleagues, Sen-
ators CONRAD and HOEVEN, to ensure
the Agricultural Risk Coverage pro-
gram worked for farmers in the North-
ern Great Plaines—not just the Mid-
west.

I commend the Chairwoman for
working with me through that markup,
and supporting my amendment which
improved the farm level coverage op-
tion and her commitment for contin-
ued work to improve the bill for grain
farmers in my home State of Montana.

One of the lingering questions is
what happens to the Agricultural Risk
Coverage program should we have a few
years of consecutive price collapses in
the market. I agree that the Agricul-
tural Risk Program should follow mar-
ket signals, and I commend this bill for
doing just that. But when the market
fails, there has to be a failsafe to pre-
vent our farm policy from driving off a
cliff—taking jobs and food security
with it.

So although the bill is a step forward
in creating a market-oriented safety
net, it does not provide optimal protec-
tion for multi-year price declines. I
filed an amendment which would have
added price protection should we have
multi-year price declines while ensur-
ing it does not distort the marketplace.

This is a remaining concern I have
with the Agricultural Risk Coverage
program and I ask the majority leader
and Chairwoman STABENOW for the
continued commitment to ensure any
agreement which comes out of a con-
ference report with the House address-
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es this weakness in the Agricultural
Risk Coverage program.

Mr. REID. I thank Senator BAUCUS. I
look forward to working with the Sen-
ator to ensure any final measure on the
farm bill will address the Senators re-
maining concerns on multi-year price
declines. It is vital to our farmers
across the country that their safety
net is not actually a rug that can be
pulled out from underneath them.

Ms. STABENOW: I thank the major-
ity leader and Senator BAUCUS for their
continued work and advocacy for en-
suring the farm bill works for parts of
the country and all commodities.

Through the committee process, Sen-
ator BAUCUS has been true a leader to
improve the Agricultural Risk Cov-
erage program so it offers an adequate
safety net to all farmers.

I think we have made great strides
through the Senate Agriculture Com-
mittee markup in April but I under-
stand that is the beginning of the proc-
ess and not the end.

I believe the amendment Senator
BAucuUsSs filed is thoughtful and would
provide the Agricultural Risk Coverage
program with an additional layer of
protection from several years of steep
price declines. I will continue to work
with my colleague from Montana to en-
sure as the process moves forward Sen-
ator BAUCUS has my full support to ad-
dress this issue in conference and in-
clude a market-based solution to
multi-year price declines.

The farm bill supports over 16 million
jobs nationwide. The farm bill is the
truest jobs bill Congress has considered
in the 112th Congress. As Senator BAU-
CoUS said, we need to guarantee that our
farmer’s safety-networks for every
farmer and rancher in America.

VOTE EXPLANATIONS

Ms. MCCASKILL. Mr. President, Sen-
ator NELSON of Nebraska’s amendment
No. 2242 to S. 3240 passed the Senate
today by voice vote. I was not in the
Senate chamber at the time the voice
vote on the amendment was taken. Had
I been present or had the amendment
been subject to a roll call vote, I would
have voted ‘‘present.”

Mr. TESTER. Mr. President, had
there been a recorded vote on amend-
ment No. 2457 I would have opposed it.
This amendment creates new and un-
necessary reporting requirements that
will burden rural broadband companies
and could slow down the growth of
broadband expansion in states like
Montana.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I be-
lieve we are waiting on another possi-
bility of an agreement on amendments
that may come tomorrow. But at this
point, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, if I
ask unanimous consent to speak for 5
minutes to introduce a bill, not any-
thing related to the farm bill, is that
appropriate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, first
let me say thank you to the Senator
from Michigan and the Senator from
Kansas for conducting another very
long session today on agriculture. They
did an extraordinary job helping us
move through this important bill. I
thank them very much, and I know we
are going to take that up tomorrow.

(The remarks of Ms. LANDRIEU per-
taining to the introduction of S. 3321
are located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that following
my comments, which will not be more
than about 10 minutes, Senator BROWN
of Ohio follow me for 10 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

——
CALL FOR A SPECIAL COUNSEL

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. President, 2
weeks ago, I stood in this Chamber and
joined with Senator MCCAIN calling for
the appointment of a Special Counsel
to investigate the recent series of leaks
of classified information that are so
damaging to our national security. De-
spite the bipartisan support for a Spe-
cial Counsel, the Attorney General
chose instead to appoint 2 TUnited
States Attorneys who will act under
his supervision and conduct separate
investigations of just two of these
leaks.

I believe the American people, our
Intelligence Community, and our allies
deserve a better response from the At-
torney General and from this Adminis-
tration. These leaks have violated the
public trust and potentially damaged
vital liaison relationships we can ill af-
ford to lose in our fight against ongo-
ing threats from terrorism and hostile
nations.

As I understand it, one prosecutor
will investigate the leak on the AQAP
bomb plot; the other, the leak on
STUXNET. That’s a real problem. This
means other leaks, including the ‘‘kill
list” story, will not be investigated.
Yesterday, the Washington Post pub-
lished a story that attributed informa-
tion about apparent joint U.S.-Israeli
cyber efforts to a former high-ranking
U.S. intelligence official. It would sure
be helpful if a Special Counsel had ju-
risdiction to look at all of these cases.

The timing, substance, and sourcing
of these stories have also raised ques-
tions about whether they came from
the White House and whether there is a
pattern of leaks. It’s hard to imagine
how two U.S. Attorneys who work for
this administration will be able to in-
vestigate this aspect of the case with-
out being perceived as biased by those
who are unhappy with what they ulti-
mately find. We need a Special Counsel
who will be trusted, no matter what he
finds.

I am not questioning in any way the
qualifications of these U.S. Attorneys

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

to do the jobs for which they were con-
firmed by this Senate. I know ques-
tions have been raised about the prior
political activities of the U.S. Attorney
for the District of Columbia and wheth-
er he might be too deferential to the
White House. I have no specific reason
to question the capabilities or integ-
rity of either of these men. But the
very serious nature of these leaks de-
mands an investigation that is con-
ducted in a manner totally above re-
proach and without any possible infer-
ence of bias.

Unfortunately, because these U.S.
Attorneys must answer to the Attor-
ney General, they cannot conduct inde-
pendent investigations. With each key
decision they make—whether to sub-
poena a journalist, what investigative
techniques should be wused, what
charges can be brought—they will be
subject to the Attorney General and
his direction. That is hardly inde-
pendent.

Last week, the Attorney General tes-
tified before the Senate Judiciary Com-
mittee that appointing a U.S. Attorney
was the same thing that was done in
the Valerie Plame case. I submit that
was an entirely different scenario be-
cause in that case, Mr. Fitzgerald, who
was a special counsel appointed, in-
sisted on getting written confirmation
that he would be truly independent
from the then-acting Attorney Gen-
eral. He got that confirmation in writ-
ing from then-Acting Attorney General
Comey.

Significantly, the Plame case in-
volved a single leak of classified infor-
mation, and was deemed serious
enough to warrant an independent in-
vestigation. The former President also
ordered his staff to come forward with
any information they had about the
source of the leak.

In this case, there have been a series
of incredibly damaging leaks in arti-
cles citing ‘‘senior Administration offi-
cials” and White House ‘‘aides.” We
have seen no clear instructions from
this Administration for officials to
come forward. This situation seems to
create a greater appearance of a con-
flict of interest for the Attorney Gen-
eral than was presented in the Plame
investigation and calls out for the ap-
pointment of Special Counsel.

The Attorney General also testified
that he could always appoint these
U.S. Attorneys as Special Counsel if
they needed to investigate acts outside
their jurisdictions. Others have made
the argument that we have to wait to
see if these U.S. Attorneys do their
jobs well before appointing a Special
Counsel. Neither argument makes
sense to me. Why on earth would we
wait?

All of these leaks should be inves-
tigated together—not separately—and
they must be investigated now. The
leaks are relatively recent and the
trail is still somewhat fresh. But if we
have to wait to see how these men
measure up, or if the trail takes us to
a district outside their specific juris-
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diction, we run the risk of losing evi-
dence or memories fading. Those aren’t
risks anyone should be willing to take.

This is not, and must not become, po-
litical. It’s about finding these crimi-
nals who have jeopardized our national
security and ensuring that they are
brought to justice in an independent,
objective, apolitical investigation.

Again, I call on the Attorney General
to do now what should have been done
2 weeks ago. This series of leaks should
not be treated as business as usual. As
Congress considers legislative solu-
tions to put a stop to these leaks, the
administration needs to step up its re-
sponse. Appointing a special counsel
who can independently and comprehen-
sively investigate all of these leaks and
find who is responsible for any and all
of them is the best way to restore the
public trust in our government and our
government officials.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Ohio.

————
CHILD NUTRITION

Mr. BROWN of Ohio. Mr. President,
for many Ohio children, schools have
let out for the year, and summer vaca-
tion is just beginning. During the
school year, in my State—a State of
about 11 million people—840,000 Ohio
children receive some nutrition assist-
ance through free or reduced-price
school lunches or breakfasts during the
school year. It is a statistic that tells
the story of families struggling to get
by. In many of these children’s cases
their parents have jobs but simply are
not making enough money. It is a sta-
tistic that tells a story of how children
are often helpless victims in a chal-
lenging economy. Many of these chil-
dren come from the 18 percent of Ohio
families—about 1 out of 6—who are
food insecure. KEssentially it means
they are unsure where their next meal
may actually come from. When the
school year comes to a close, many of
these children go hungry.

Where can these 840,000 students go?
Where do they turn for nutritious
meals when their school cafeterias are
closed for the summer? The answer is
the Summer Food Service Program run
through the U.S. Department of Edu-
cation and administered in my State
by the Ohio Department of Education.
For Ohio parents and guardians and
school administrators, the Summer
Food Service Program is available for
them to find healthy meals for children
during the summer. But too many Ohio
families don’t know about this critical
program, and that is why it is so im-
portant to raise awareness and increase
access to the program for all Ohio chil-
dren regardless of where they live.
Summer break shouldn’t mean a break
from good nutrition.

At the beginning of this talk, I men-
tioned that 840,000 Ohio children ben-
efit from free and reduced school
breakfast and lunch programs—=840,000.
But, unfortunately, last year in the
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summer only 66,000 Ohio children uti-
lized the Summer Food Service Pro-
gram. Only 66,000 when there are 800,000
eligible. I believe last year Ohio was
slightly above the national average. So
in State after State, of those students
who were benefiting from the free and
reduced-price breakfasts and lunches at
the school, less than 10 percent of those
children benefit in the summer.

In Ohio, only 66,000 children utilize
this program. Obviously hundreds of
thousands need to receive nutrition as-
sistance during the school year. Ensur-
ing that our children have access to
healthy food during the summer is so
important, especially as more families
slip into poverty. The Summer Food
Program is a vital program that helps
stem the crippling cycle of food insecu-
rity by providing school-aged children
breakfast, lunch, or a snack during the
summer.

In some sites children can receive
these meals while participating in edu-
cational activities or organized games.
The Presiding Officer was a super-
intendent of one of the great school
districts in the country. We know par-
ticularly how low-income students dur-
ing summer months slide back in their
educational attainment. In the begin-
ning of the school year, the teachers
have to sort of reteach what was
taught perhaps in April and May. We
also know that in families with a little
higher income, the children often have
activities in the summer which include
exposure to books, magazines, vaca-
tions, and cultural events to help those
children continue to advance in the
summer.

Many of these students who are not
getting proper nutrition in the summer
also are not getting the educational
challenges they need. That is why at
these sites children—while they receive
these meals—participate in edu-
cational activities or organized games.
The good news is there are more sites
this year for Ohio families to turn to.
There are more than 1,700 sites across
77 counties.

Nonetheless, 11 counties out of the 88
in Ohio still lack feeding sites. It is not
too late for program sites to be estab-
lished. The official deadline was May
31. Interested sponsors and volunteers
can still work with the Ohio Depart-
ment of Education to establish new
centers for children to get meals.

Understand the difficulty There.
Somebody needs to step forward, such
as a teacher, an administrator, some-
one in the school district, someone in a
church, someone in a recreation center
of some type has to step forward every
May or June and set up one of these
programs and take it down again in
August or September. So it is unlike
the school district which has this built
into its process.

At existing sites, such as schools,
summer camps, churches, community
centers, and recreation centers, volun-
teers spend their time ensuring our
children have the food they need to
succeed.
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The Federal Government will reim-
burse local groups small amounts of
money for the breakfast, snack, or
lunch for these children, but volunteers
need to come forward.

Two years ago I co-hosted a first-of-
its-kind hunger summit at the Mid-
Ohio Foodbank in Columbus with lead-
ing antihunger advocates across Ohio.
This past year the USDA Under Sec-
retary Kevin Concannon came to Ohio
to hold the second summit.

We continue to reach out to organi-
zations such as the AmeriCorps and
VISTA Summer Association Partner-
ship that can help with volunteers
through AmeriCorps and can set up the
programs and provide meals to the
children in need.

This summer will be an important
few months to learn how far we have
come and how far we have to go in
serving our State’s children. Outreach
and public awareness are critical com-
ponents to ensure that the end of the
school year doesn’t mean the end of
children getting the nutrition they
need for the summer.

I yield the floor, and suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, be-
fore going into wrap-up and the unani-
mous consent requests this evening, I
wish to say one more time how appre-
ciative I am of everybody’s hard work
and patience with us. We made tremen-
dous progress on a very important bill
that helps 16 million people in this
country have a job and keeps the
safest, most affordable food system in
the world going. So thanks to every-
one. Thanks to my ranking member
who has been a terrific partner with
me.

The

MORNING BUSINESS

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed to a period of morning busi-
ness, with Senators permitted to speak
therein for up to 10 minutes each.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

CONGRATULATING KENTUCKY’S
NATIONAL HISTORY DAY WINNERS

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
rise to pay tribute to a group of Ken-
tucky’s brightest students who, by win-
ning a number of prestigious awards
for studying history, have proven
themselves to be the leaders of the fu-
ture. I am referring to the Kentucky
winners of the National History Day
2012 contest, which was recently held
at nearby College Park, MD, June 10 to
14.

The contingent of students from Ken-
tucky that made the trip was selected

June 20, 2012

by the Kentucky Junior Historical So-
ciety, which held a statewide history
contest in Frankfort, the State capital,
last April. At that event, 68 Kentucky
students qualified for the national
finals.

In all, 62 Kentucky students from the
6th through 12th grades made the trip
to our Nation’s capital region, accom-
panied by about 40 family members and
teachers. I was very pleased to have a
chance to visit with them during their
trip.

The group faced stiff competition. At
National History Day 2012, there were
2,800 students competing, representing
all 50 States and four international
schools. Six Kentucky students stood
out from their peers and garnered na-
tionwide recognition for their history
projects. Those students are:

Joanna Slusarewicz, of Winburn Mid-
dle School and Fayette County, winner
of the Salute to Freedom Award and
third place, individual documentary,
junior division. Her entry was titled
“Respectfully Submitted, Dorothea
Dix.”

Neha Kadambi and Jamie Smith, of
Winburn Middle School and Fayette
County, winners of the Leadership in
History Award for group exhibit, junior
division. Their entry was titled ‘‘The
Fight Without a War: India’s Revolu-
tionary Road to Independence.”

Meenakshi Singhal and Daryn Smith,
of Winburn Middle School and Fayette
County, winners of Best of State: Jun-
ior Division. Their entry was titled
““Charles Darwin: What Do You Mean
Survival of the Fittest?”

Emma Roach-Barrette, of Menifee
County High School and Menifee Coun-
ty, winner of Best of State: Senior Di-
vision and individual documentary,
senior division finalist. Her entry was
titled “Dead Men Do Tell Tales.”

Every student from Kentucky who
made this trip can be immensely proud
of his or her accomplishments, and I
hope they will continue to engage in
the study of history for the remainder
of their time in school and beyond. His-
tory plays such a large role in the
events of today. We continue to be in-
fluenced by historic decisions made in
this very Chamber.

I also appreciate these students’
teachers for helping to foster their love
of history, specifically, Theresa Buczek
and Michelle Cason of Winburn Middle
School and Debra Craver of Menifee
County High School. And I want to
thank the Kentucky Junior Historical
Society and its parent body, the Ken-
tucky Historical Society, for spon-
soring this competition and making
the trip possible for these students. HEs-
tablished in 1836, the Kentucky Histor-
ical Society is committed to helping
Kentuckians understand, cherish, and
share history.

I know my U.S. Senate colleagues
join me in recognizing the accomplish-
ments of Kentucky’s winners of the Na-
tional History Day 2012 contest and of
every Kentucky student who competed.
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We wish them well in their future stud-
ies and are proud they represent the
Bluegrass State.

———

REQUEST FOR CONSULTATION

Mr. COBURN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that my letter to
the minority leader dated May 29, 2012,
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

U.S. SENATE,
Washington, DC, May 29, 2012.
Hon. MITCH MCCONNELL,
Minority Leader, U.S. Senate, Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR MCCONNELL, I am request-
ing that I be consulted before the Senate en-
ters into any unanimous consent agreements
regarding calendar #714, the nomination of
Heidi Shyu to be an Assistant Secretary of
the Army for Acquisitions, Logistics, and
Technology.

Ms. Heidi Shyu has been the Acting Assist-
ant Secretary for the position to which she
has been nominated for nearly one year. Her
office directly oversees the Program Execu-
tive Office for soldier weapons. I remain con-
cerned with the Army’s plans for the im-
provement of its small arms weapons while
our soldiers are at war. For example, I have
not seen the Army make sufficient progress
on the directive of the then-Secretary of the
Army Pete Geren to conduct a competition
to replace its individual carbine rifle no
later than the end of FY2009.

Thank you for protecting my rights on this
nomination. I will keep you informed of my
continued effort to work with the Army on
the nomination of Ms. Shyu as we ensure
that our soldiers have the very best modern
small arms that American manufacturers
can provide.

Sincerely,
ToM. A. COBURN, M.D.,
U.S. Senator.

———

TRIBUTE TO FRANCES WILLIAMS
PRESTON

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I would
like to pay tribute to Frances Williams
Preston, a trailblazing businesswoman,
a dedicated humanitarian, a mother, a
grandmother, a great-grandmother,
and a friend. I was saddened when she
passed away on June 13.

Frances began her career as a recep-
tionist at a radio station in Nashville,
TN. She quickly moved up within the
music community, and in 1958 she was
hired to open a regional office for
Broadcast Music Inc., BMI, in Nash-
ville, representing songwriters and
composers. Glass ceilings had no
chance at constraining Frances. In
1964, she became Vice President of BMI,
reportedly making her the first woman
corporate executive in Tennessee. In
1986, she became CEO and remained
CEO of BMI until 2004.

Her work at BMI transformed not
only the company, but also the hun-
dreds of thousands of songwriters and
composers BMI represents. She tripled
the revenues at BMI and advocated for
strong copyright protections to benefit
artists. BMI under her tenure also
helped the city of Nashville to blossom
into the leading center for songwriters
and the arts that it is today.
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Frances’s dedication to the song-
writers and her industry, and her pas-
sion for ensuring they could make a
living in their chosen profession, was
unrivaled. Kris Kristofferson famously
dubbed her the ‘‘songwriter’s guardian
angel.”

I worked closely with Frances and
the songwriting community to ensure
that the rights of composers are pro-
tected, but I will remember her most
for her humanitarian efforts. She was
president of the T.J. Martell Founda-
tion for Leukemia, Cancer and AIDS
research, and her name precedes the re-
search laboratories at the Vanderbilt-
Ingram Cancer Center.

I could go on at length about the var-
ious music and humanitarian awards
and honors Frances has received, from
being inducted into the Country Music
Hall of Fame in 1992 to twice receiving
the Humanitarian Award from the
International Achievement in Arts.

The current president of BMI prob-
ably best captured her essence by sim-
ply describing Frances as ‘‘a force of
nature.”” She will be missed by those
who knew her, and remembered always
by those whom she nurtured as song-
writers and composers.

The music industry has lost a legend
and I ask unanimous consent that the
Wall Street Journal article “From Re-
ceptionist to Music-Royalty Guar-
antor’” by Stephen Miller be entered
into the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the Wall Street Journal, June 14, 2012]
FROM RECEPTIONIST TO MUSIC-ROYALTY
GUARANTOR
(By Stephen Miller)

Frances Preston rose from radio-station
receptionist to chief executive of Broadcast
Music Inc., a performing-rights group that
helps guarantee that songwriters and music
publishers get paid when their songs are
played on the radio or in places like res-
taurants.

Ms. Preston, who died Wednesday at the
age of 83, founded BMI's Nashville, Tenn., of-
fice and signed up thousands of artists, many
of whose careers she shepherded personally.

The deals she struck helped nurture coun-
try, rock 'n’ roll and jazz, emerging genres
that the American Society of Composers,
Authors and Publishers, BMI’s older rival,
had neglected in favor of traditional pop
music.

By the time Ms. Preston retired in 2004,
BMI represented 300,000 music composers and
copyright owners and disbursed more than a
half-billion dollars to them annually.

‘“They never paid royalties to the song-
writers for performances until Frances Pres-
ton came along,” country star Eddy Arnold
told The Wall Street Journal in 2004. ‘‘She
put the hammer on!”

“A lot of them didn’t realize that they
could get paid for having their music
played,” Ms. Preston told Amusement Busi-
ness magazine in 1991. She built a fanatical

following among Nashville’s performing
elite.
Singer-songwriter Kris Kristofferson,

whom Ms. Preston signed to a $1 million
songwriting deal in the 1970s, once called her
‘‘our guardian angel.”’

Raised in Nashville, Ms. Preston studied at
George Peabody College for Teachers. But
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shortly before taking a classroom job, she
went to work at WSM, the radio home of the
Grand Ole Opry, where her duties included
answering Hank Williams’s mail. She moved
on to running the station’s promotions de-
partment and got to know the country stars
of the era.

In 1958, she founded BMI’s Nashville of-
fice—at first in her parents’ garage. A few
years later she opened a new office on fledg-
ling Music Row. Thanks in part to BMI’s
presence, it soon became the home to record-
ing studios and music publishers and the hub
of the Nashville country scene.

Ms. Preston moved to BMI’s home office in
New York City, where she became chief exec-
utive in 1986. She oversaw the transition to
the digital age as complex new media like
the Internet and ringtones joined radio and
television as major sources of revenue. She
also lobbied Congress as copyright laws were
changed.

“It’s a constant fight to educate those peo-
ple [that] music is not just out there in the
air for you to pick out for free, because if the
creator isn’t compensated, there’s not going
to be that music,” she told Billboard in 2004.

Ms. Preston was lionized in Nashville,
where she was a glamorous personification of
the business side of the music industry.
When she was inducted into the Country
Music Hall of Fame in 1992, it dubbed her
‘“‘the most influential country-music execu-
tive of her generation.”’

Always one to keep things in sensible per-
spective, Ms. Preston was proud to be re-
membered as the author of a Nashville
motto: ‘It all begins with a song.”’

————
RECOGNIZING HOUSE OF HEROES

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President,
today, I wish to recognize the impor-
tant work of House of Heroes—a grow-
ing organization that honors veterans
with dignity, gratitude, and an im-
proved quality of life.

Over Memorial Day weekend, I had
the great opportunity to witness the
Connecticut chapter of House of He-
roes’ first projects as it fixed, ren-
ovated, and remodeled the homes of
three of our country’s most deserving
veterans. Over $30,000 of materials and
time were donated by local organiza-
tions and generous individuals.

House of Heroes is on a mission to
help the service men and women of our
previous wars and their families—he-
roes who may not always receive the
recognition they deserve. Frequently,
our courageous veterans are unable to
maintain their homes due to physical
disability or financial limitations.

During their inaugural build, the
founders and volunteers of Connecti-
cut’s House of Heroes chose to honor
three Americans, who have continued
to dedicate their lives to serving our
country and preparing for our future
even after their war service. Frederick
Joseph Miller served as a Sergeant in
the U.S. Army Air Corps during World
War II—and in 1945, searched the leg-
endary crash of Flight 19 in the Ever-
glades. Upon leaving the service, he
dedicated his talent and skills to Pratt
& Whitney as an equipment and facili-
ties engineer. On Memorial Day in 1991,
Miller’s wife passed away from cancer,
and maintaining his Hamden house has
been a challenge.
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Private First Class Maura Rettman
of Meriden served in Germany between
1977 and 1979 where she suffered a life-
altering car accident. Now, she takes
care of her grandson with the hope that
he can have a bedroom of his own. Ser-
geant Rudolph Pistey of Stratford
served in the Army National Guard
during World War II. Now, at 93, he is
well-known in his community, always
ready to lend a hand or shoot a smile
to his neighbors.

Since 2000, House of Heroes has
spread influence and awareness from
its founding chapter in Columbus, GA,
across the country. In Connecticut, co-
founders are Steve Cavanaugh of Bilt-
more Construction and Billy May, a
U.S. Army Veteran, Black Hawk test
pilot, and business development and
strategy leader at Signature Brand
Factory. They seek to complete 10
projects in 2012 and to double this num-
ber each subsequent year. Both Mr.
Cavanaugh and Lieutenant Colonel
May bring experience, skill, and dedi-
cation to House of Heroes. Their hope
is that general contractors and sub-
contractors across the state and coun-
try will donate several hours a week to
helping our Nation’s veterans.

Amidst the sound of repairs, there
were tears in all our eyes when the vet-
erans were serenaded by Nashville sing-
er and songwriter, Tim Maggart. The
song—both solemn and celebratory
with spiritual music and grounded
lyrics—conveyed eloquently the emo-
tion of everyone gathered:

You were young, scared Willing to go
anywhere/ When your country called, you
stood tall

You came home, scarred/Didn’t think it
would be so hard, You don’t like to talk
about what you saw/ Beyond what I can
comprehend/ The sacrifice of the women and
men who gave so much without applause/ I
don’t know you and you don’t know me, but
thanks to you, I wake up safe and free/I hope
you never feel forgotten, because

Chorus: You’ve got a home, in the house of
heroes/ Your name will live on in the house
of heroes/I want to honor you/ it’s been long
overdue/You're right where you belong in the
house of heroes

In a world, where Life’s not always fair/
And sometimes we have to fight for what we
believe

There’s a price, paid I can’t help be amazed
/By the brave who gave their all for you and
me.

At each House of Heroes project, the
spirit of volunteerism, patriotism, and
human connection was unwavering. As
the tremendous energy of the House of
Heroes’ Connecticut chapter spreads
across the country, this theme song
will be an anthem for a national move-
ment that touches the lives of one vet-
eran at a time.

The volunteers and donors of House
of Heroes convey a tremendous spirit—
America’s boundless appreciation and
spirit. Through this great work, and its
anthem, we show our veterans— who
fought for our security—that America
will join together to pay back our debt
of gratitude by helping our veterans
feel secure and safe.

Appreciative but slightly uncomfort-
able receiving rather than giving, these
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men and women were shown by House
of Heroes how much we treasure and
owe them as a Nation. Donning House
of Heroes t-shirts and bobbing along to
the music, fellow veterans and citizens
showed their thanks—a fitting spirit
now and in the future.

———

RECOGNIZING THE HARTFORD
FOUNDATION FOR PUBLIC GIVING

Mr. BLUMENTHAL. Mr. President,
today, I wish to congratulate the Hart-
ford Foundation for Public Giving,
which was awarded the 2012 Bronze
Award by the Council on Foundations
this past Spring as part of their Wilmer
Shields Rich Awards Program. Every
year, the Council on Foundations rec-
ognizes foundations around the coun-
try that have engaged in strategic
communications strategies and innova-
tive projects that inspire and inform
other grantmakers.

Since 1925, the Hartford Foundation
for Public Giving has been a thriving
philanthropic institution where Con-
necticut nonprofit organizations can
seek financial support and connect
with givers throughout the State. This
highly professional, industrious, and
dynamic institution singularly impacts
the Capitol Region of Connecticut, hav-
ing granted $532 million since its begin-
ning to address community needs. It
fosters partnerships, assists nonprofits
in developing their long-term plans and
funding strategies, and hosts informa-
tional forums for the sharing of fresh
perspectives. The Foundation is unique
in its broad and diverse support for the
Greater Hartford area, showcasing fam-
ilies on their website, who invite oth-
ers to join them, advising ‘“We’re not
the Rockefellers. We're just a normal
family . . . willing to take this step.”

The Council on Foundations recog-
nized the Hartford Foundation for Pub-
lic Giving specifically for its 2010 An-
nual Report, Creating Brighter Fu-
tures, which focused on the Founda-
tion’s efforts towards effective child-
hood development and education
through its Brighter Futures Initia-
tive. The great success of the Brighter
Future Initiative has strengthened ex-
isting early education programs as well
as inspired the development of innova-
tive strategies around the country. In
the report’s introductory letter, Presi-
dent and Chief Executive Officer Lindy
Kelly eloquently shares the
groundbreaking changes she has wit-
nessed in our Hartford-area schools.
She tells the story of Lavarey—then a
second-grader at Rawson School at risk
for illiteracy. Through the Hartford
Haskins Literary Initiative, he learned
to read with joy. Ms. Kelly writes of
her memory of Lavarey on stage during
their annual Celebration of Giving
ceremony, waving confidently at the
400-member audience, who in turn, mir-
rored Lavarey’s happiness, proud to be
part of the journey of a young boy who
will soon become a contributing mem-
ber of their community.

The Hartford Foundation’s 2010 An-
nual Report—a large, comprehensive
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document that expertly weaves stories,
accomplishments, and statistics—re-
flects the rich tapestry of the Hartford
Foundation for Public Giving. By
seamlessly inviting families, all levels
of government, schools, nonprofit orga-
nizations, professional advisors, volun-
teers, and donors to join their mission
for change, they evoke and provoke hu-
manitarianism and patriotism.

I invite my Senate colleagues to join
me in congratulating the Hartford
Foundation for Public Giving for bring-
ing hope and help to Connecticut’s in-
stitutions, programs, and citizens that
need it the most.

——

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS

TRIBUTE TO DR. ROBERT BELL

e Mr. ALEXANDER. Mr. President, I
would like to congratulate Dr. Robert
Bell on his outstanding record of serv-
ice to Tennessee. Dr. Bell will be retir-
ing as president of Tennessee Techno-
logical University at the end of this
month and has served the university
for 36 years.

He has served as president of Ten-
nessee Tech since 2000, and before be-
coming the university’s president, he
served as both a professor and dean of
the College of Business.

During his time at Tennessee Tech,
Dr. Bell has fostered both an increase
in student enrollment and university
recognition, while ensuring that stu-
dent education remained affordable.

His contributions to Tennessee ex-
tend beyond the university level. He
has served as a member of the board of
directors for the Tennessee Center for
Performance Excellence since 1993 and
chairs the Cookeville Industrial Devel-
opment Board. He is also a proud mem-
ber of the executive committee of the
Middle Tennessee Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica, an organization dedicated to help-
ing young men achieve their potential.

I want to add my appreciation for his
years of service to Tennessee Tech and
wish him well in his retirement.

I ask to have the following resolution
printed in the RECORD.

The resolution follows.

A RESOLUTION OF APPRECIATION FOR THE
SERVICE OF DR. ROBERT R. BELL TO THE
TENNESSEE BOARD OF REGENTS
Whereas, Dr. Robert R. Bell has thirty-six

years of service with the Tennessee Board of

Regents system and Tennessee Tech Univer-

sity, serving as a professor in TTU’s College

of Business, then as dean, then as President

of the University since 2000,

Whereas, as President of TTU, he oversaw
12 straight years of enrollment growth, with
TTU’s enrollment approaching 12,000,

Whereas, he chaired a TBR Vision of
Teaching Excellence committee in 2004 to es-
tablish future teaching standards and led his
University to develop and expand extended
education, distance learning and virtual
classrooms,

Whereas, he supported the Regents Online
Degree Program and championed degree in-
novations at TTU to increase access to edu-
cation and to respond to industry needs in
order to improve the education and eco-
nomic progress in the state,
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Whereas, as President he set his sights on
a program to prepare the state’s teachers,
from Pre-K to college levels, to teach
science, technology, engineering and mathe-
matics by establishing The Millard Oakley
STEM Center and providing it a state-of-the-
art home in the new 26,000-square-foot Ray
Morris Hall in 2010,

Whereas, he recognized the need for a nurs-
ing school in rural Tennessee and garnered
support from the state legislature, U.S. Con-
gress and private and corporate donors to
fund the construction of a multi-million dol-
lar Nursing and Health Services Building,

Whereas, he kept his promise as President
to upgrade facilities to increase recruitment
and retention and oversaw the construction
and completion of two residence halls—New
Hall South and New Hall North,

Whereas, under his guidance TTU estab-
lished Learning Villages, which aim to bring
students and faculty together around a com-
mon interest and bridge the gap between the
living and learning segments of campus and
to encourage college completion,

Whereas, the University’s endowment has
doubled during Bell’s presidency to nearly
$60 million,

Whereas, under his leadership in a difficult
economic environment, TTU has remained
affordable. Students graduate with the light-
est debt load in the region, according to U.S.
News & World Report, and sixty percent of
2010 TTU graduates left school debt free,

Whereas, the Tennessee Board of Regents
grants President Emeritus status to Dr. Rob-
ert R. Bell for his continued support of the
system, now, therefore, be it

Resolved That the Tennessee Board of Re-
gents expresses its sincere appreciation to
Dr. Robert R. Bell for his outstanding con-
tributions and leadership to the system and
wishes him the very best in his retirement.e

————

REMEMBERING GOVERNOR
NORBERT TIEMANN

e Mr. JOHANNS. Mr. President, today
I wish to pay tribute to a dedicated
public servant and true leader in Ne-
braska politics, Gov. Norbert Tiemann,
whose recent death saddened all who
knew him. Gov. Norbert Tiemann, or
“Nobby,” as he was affectionately
known, served as Governor of Nebraska
from 1967 to 1971. It is a privilege to
take this opportunity to remember the
life of Governor Tiemann and his many
contributions to our State and Nation.

Prior to being elected Governor,
Tiemann served three terms as mayor
of Wausa in northeast Nebraska. He
would later serve as Federal Highway
Administrator for the U.S. Department
of Transportation under the Nixon and
Ford administrations. Ever service-ori-
ented, Tiemann’s public service ex-
tended well beyond elected office. He
bravely fought in World War II and was
later stationed in Korea.

Tiemann had an incredible passion
for governing and played an active role
in the lawmaking process. His leader-
ship as Governor left a lasting impact
on our great State. Scholars consider
him to be among the most influential
Nebraska Governors for transforming
the governorship in our State from its
traditional caretaker role to one that
led public policy discussions.

As we look back on Tiemann’s leg-
acy, we will remember a dedicated pub-
lic servant who cared deeply about Ne-
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braska. I could not be more grateful for
his lifetime of service and, on behalf of
all Nebraskans, offer my sincerest con-
dolences to his family.e

———

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages from the President of the
United States were communicated to
the Senate by Mr. Pate, one of his sec-
retaries.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session the Presiding
Officer laid before the Senate messages
from the President of the TUnited
States submitting sundry nominations
and a withdrawal which were referred
to the appropriate committees.

(The messages received today are
printed at the end of the Senate pro-
ceedings.)

———

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

At 10:16 a.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the Speaker has signed
the following enrolled bills:

S. 404. An act to modify a land grant pat-
ent issued by the Secretary of the Interior.

S. 684. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain parcels of land to the town of
Alta, Utah.

S. 997. An act to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to extend a water contract be-
tween the United States and the East Bench
Irrigation District.

The enrolled bills were subsequently
signed by the President pro tempore
(Mr. INOUYE).

At 2:36 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mrs. Cole, one of its reading clerks, an-
nounced that the House has passed the
following bills, in which it requests the
concurrence of the Senate:

H.R. 2578. An act to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act related to a segment of
the Lower Merced River in California, and
for other purposes.

H.R. 2938. An act to prohibit certain gam-
ing activities on certain Indian lands in Ari-
zona.

At 4:27 p.m., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Novotny, one of its reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bill, with amendment, in
which it requests the concurrence of
the Senate:

S. 3187. An act to amend the Federal Food,
Drug, and Cosmetic Act to revise and extend
the user-fee programs for prescription drugs
and medical devices, to establish user-fee
programs for generic drugs and biosimilars,
and for other purposes.

———

MEASURES REFERRED

The following bills were read the first
and the second times by unanimous
consent, and referred as indicated:

H.R. 2578. An act to amend the Wild and
Scenic Rivers Act related to a segment of
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the Lower Merced River in California, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on En-
ergy and Natural Resources.

H.R. 2938. An act to prohibit certain gam-
ing activities on certain Indian lands in Ari-
zona; to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

————

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

The Secretary of the Senate reported
that on today, June 20, 2012, she had
presented to the President of the
United States the following enrolled
bills:

S. 404. An act to modify a land grant pat-
ent issued by the Secretary of the Interior.

S. 684. An act to provide for the convey-
ance of certain parcels of land to the town of
Alta, Utah.

S. 997. An act to authorize the Secretary of
the Interior to extend a water contract be-
tween the United States and the East Bench
Irrigation District.

———

EXECUTIVE AND OTHER
COMMUNICATIONS

The following communications were
laid before the Senate, together with
accompanying papers, reports, and doc-
uments, and were referred as indicated:

EC-6565. A communication from the Under
Secretary of Defense (Comptroller), trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report relative to
a violation of the Antideficiency Act that oc-
curred within the Office of the Assistant Sec-
retary of the Army for Financial Manage-
ment and Comptroller, account 2182010, dur-
ing fiscal year 2008 and was assigned Army
case number 10-02; to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

EC-6566. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Commission, Division of Mar-
ket Oversight, Commodity Futures Trading
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Swap Data Rec-
ordkeeping and Reporting Requirements:
Pre-Enactment and Transition Swaps”
(RIN3038-AD48) received during adjournment
of the Senate in the Office of the President
of the Senate on June 15, 2012; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For-
estry.

EC-6567. A communication from the Sec-
retary of the Commission, Division of Mar-
ket Oversight, Commodity Futures Trading
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Core Principles
and Other Requirements for Designated Con-
tract Markets’” (RIN3038-AD09) received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
June 19, 2012; to the Committee on Agri-
culture, Nutrition, and Forestry.

EC-6568. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Defense Procurement and Acquisition
Policy, Department of Defense, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘‘Defense Federal Acquisition Regula-
tion Supplement; Acquisition of Tents and
Other Temporary Structures’” ((RIN0750—
AH73) (DFARS Case 2012-D015)) received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
June 18, 2012; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

EC-6569. A communication from the Chair-
man and President of the Export-Import
Bank, transmitting, pursuant to law, a re-
port relative to transactions involving U.S.
exports to Australia; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-6570. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary for Export Administration,
Bureau of Industry and Security, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled



S4364

“Wassenaar Arrangement 2011 Plenary
Agreements Implementation: Commerce
Control List, Definitions, New Participating
State (Mexico) and Reports’ (RIN0694-AF50)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 18, 2012; to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs.

EC-6571. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regu-
latory Commission, transmitting, pursuant
to law, the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Ad-
vance Notification to Native American
Tribes of Transportation of Certain Types of
Nuclear Waste” (RIN3150-AG41) received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
June 19, 2012; to the Committee on Indian Af-
fairs.

EC-6572. A communication from the Direc-
tor of Congressional Affairs, Office of the
Chief Financial Officer, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting, pursuant to law,
the report of a rule entitled ‘‘Revision of Fee
Schedules; Fee Recovery for Fiscal Year
2012’ (RIN3150-AJ03) received in the Office of
the President of the Senate on June 19, 2012;
to the Committee on Environment and Pub-
lic Works.

EC-6573. A communication from the Direc-
tor of the Regulatory Management Division,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Determination of Failure to Attain
the One-Hour Ozone Standard by 2007, Deter-
mination of Current Attainment of the One-
Hour Ozone Standard, Determinations of At-
tainment of the 1997 Eight-Hour Ozone
Standards for the New York-Northern New
Jersey-Long Island Nonattainment Area in
Connecticut, New Jersey and New York”
(FRL No. 9682-7) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on June 13, 2012; to
the Committee on Environment and Public
Works.

EC-6574. A communication from the Com-
missioners of the Medicaid and CHIP Pay-
ment Access Commission, transmitting, pur-
suant to law, a report entitled ‘‘Report to
Congress on Medicaid and CHIP’; to the
Committee on Finance.

EC-6575. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting,
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi-
cation, transmittal number: DDTC 12-039, of
the proposed sale or export of defense arti-
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East
country regarding any possible affects such a
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali-
tative Military Edge over military threats to
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-6576. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, an Information
Transmittal pursuant to 308(a) of the Intel-
ligence Authorization Act (0SS-2012-1018); to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-6577. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, the report of a
determination pursuant to Section 620H of
the FAA, and Section 7021 of the Department
of State, Foreign Operations, and Related
Appropriations, 2012 (Div. I, P.L. 112-74) re-
garding U.S. assistance (0SS-2012-1017); to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-6578. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting,
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi-
cation, transmittal number: DDTC 12-047, of
the proposed sale or export of defense arti-
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East
country regarding any possible affects such a
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali-
tative Military Edge over military threats to
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.
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EC-6579. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Bureau of Political-Military
Affairs, Department of State, transmitting,
pursuant to law, an addendum to a certifi-
cation, transmittal number: DDTC 12-076, of
the proposed sale or export of defense arti-
cles and/or defense services to a Middle East
country regarding any possible affects such a
sale might have relating to Israel’s Quali-
tative Military Edge over military threats to
Israel; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

EC-6580. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report relative to defense articles and
defense services that were licensed for export
under Section 38 of the Arms Export Control
Act for fiscal year 2011 (0SS-2012-1019); to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-6581. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, notice of pro-
posed permanent transfer of significant mili-
tary equipment pursuant to section 3(d) of
the Arms Export Control Act (Transmittal
No. RSAT-12-2930); to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

EC-65682. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, notice of pro-
posed permanent transfer of significant mili-
tary equipment pursuant to section 3(d) of
the Arms Export Control Act (Transmittal
No. RSAT-12-2931); to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

EC-6583. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, certification of
proposed issuance of an export license pursu-
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-016); to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-6584. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, certification of
proposed issuance of an export license pursu-
ant to section 36(c) of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-058); to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-65685. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, certification of
proposed issuance of an export license pursu-
ant to section 36(d) of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-087); to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-65686. A communication from the Assist-
ant Secretary, Legislative Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting, certification of
proposed issuance of an export license pursu-
ant to section 36(d) of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act (Transmittal No. DDTC 12-082); to
the Committee on Foreign Relations.

EC-6587. A communication from the Acting
Assistant General Counsel for Regulatory
Affairs, Consumer Product Safety Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Standard for All-Ter-
rain Vehicles” (16 CFR Part 1420) received
during adjournment of the Senate in the Of-
fice of the President of the Senate on May 29,
2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6588. A communication from the Acting
Assistant General Counsel for Regulatory
Affairs, Consumer Product Safety Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Safety Standards for
Portable Bed Rails: Final Rule” (16 CFR
Part 1224) received during adjournment of
the Senate in the Office of the President of
the Senate on May 29, 2012; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6589. A communication from the Acting
Assistant General Counsel for Regulatory
Affairs, Consumer Product Safety Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
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port of a rule entitled ‘“‘Testing and Labeling
Pertaining to Product Certification’ (16 CFR
Part 1107) received during adjournment of
the Senate in the Office of the President of
the Senate on May 29, 2012; to the Committee
on Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6590. A communication from the Acting
Assistant General Counsel for Regulatory
Affairs, Consumer Product Safety Commis-
sion, transmitting, pursuant to law, the re-
port of a rule entitled ‘‘Requirements for
Consumer Registration of Durable Infant or
Toddler Products’” (16 CFR Part 1130) re-
ceived during adjournment of the Senate in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
May 29, 2012; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6591. A communication from the Acting
Deputy Assistant Administrator for Regu-
latory Programs, National Marine Fisheries
Service, Department of Commerce, transmit-
ting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule en-
titled ‘“‘Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic
Zone Off Alaska; Pacific Halibut and Sable-
fish Individual Fishing Quota Program”
(RIN0648-AX91) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-6592. A communication from the Acting
Director, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, De-
partment of Commerce, transmitting, pursu-
ant to law, the report of a rule entitled
“Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Atka Mackerel in the Bering Sea
and Aleutian Islands Management Area’
(RIN0648-ACO013) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-6593. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (12); Amdt. No. 3481 (RIN2120-AA65)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Commaittee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6594. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (111); Amdt. No. 3480 (RIN2120-AA65)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6595. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (20); Amdt. No. 3479 (RIN2120-AA65)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6596. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (60); Amdt. No. 3478 (RIN2120-AA65)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6597. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (45); Amdt. No. 3477 (RIN2120-AA65)
received in the Office of the President of the
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Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Commaittee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6598. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘““‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (210); Amdt. No. 3476 (RIN2120-AA65)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6599. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (25); Amdt. No. 3471 (RIN2120-AA65)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Commaittee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6600. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“Standard Instrument Ap-
proach Procedures; Miscellaneous Amend-
ments (186); Amdt. No. 3470 (RIN2120-AA65)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6601. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, Federal Highway Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘National Standards for Traffic
Control Devices; the Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices for Streets and High-
ways; Revision” (RIN2125-AF43) received in
the Office of the President of the Senate on
June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6602. A communication from the Attor-
ney Advisor, Federal Highway Administra-
tion, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, the report of a rule
entitled ‘‘National Standards for Traffic
Control Devices; the Manual on Uniform
Traffic Control Devices for Streets and High-
ways; Revision; Final Rule” (RIN2125-AF41)
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Commaittee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6603. A communication from the Senior
Regulations Analyst, Office of the Secretary
of Transportation, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting, pursuant to law, a rule
entitled ‘‘Procedures for Transportation
Workplace Drug and Alcohol Testing Pro-
grams: 6-acetylmorphine (6-AM) Testing”’
(RIN2105-AE14) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-6604. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Operations In Class D Air-
space’” ((RIN2120-AK10) (Docket No. FAA-
2011-1396)) received in the Office of the Presi-
dent of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-6605. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Modification of VOR Federal
Airways V-10, V-12, and V-508 in the Vicinity
of Olathe, KS” ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No.
FAA-2012-0055)) received in the Office of the
President of the Senate on June 7, 2012; to
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation.

EC-6606. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
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tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“‘Amendment of Restricted
Area R-2101; Anniston Army Depot, AL”
((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2012-0510))
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6607. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class D and E
Airspace; Baltimore, MD” ((RIN2120-AA66)
(Docket No. FAA-2012-0014)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6608. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“‘Amendment of Class D Air-
space; Cocoa Beach, FL” ((RIN2120-AA66)
(Docket No. FAA-2012-0099)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6609. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Springhill, LA” ((RIN2120-AA66)
(Docket No. FAA-2011-0847)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6610. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Baraboo, WI”’ ((RIN2120-AA66) (Docket
No. FAA-2011-1403)) received in the Office of
the President of the Senate on June 7, 2012;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-6611. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Maryville, MO” ((RIN2120-AA66)
(Docket No. FAA-2011-0434)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6612. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E
Airspace; Pender, NE” ((RIN2120-AA66)
(Docket No. FAA-2011-1103)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6613. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Monahans, TX” ((RIN2120-AA66)
(Docket No. FAA-2011-1400)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6614. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E
Airspace; Branson West, MO” ((RIN2120-
AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2011-0749)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.
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EC-6615. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E
Airspace; Eldon, MO” ((RIN2120-A A66)
(Docket No. FAA-2011-1104)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6616. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“‘Amendment of Class E Air-
space; New Philadelphia, OH” ((RIN2120-
AA66) (Docket No. FAA-2011-0607)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6617. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E
Airspace; Houston, MO” ((RIN2120-AA66)
(Docket No. FAA-2011-0903)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6618. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Leesville, LA” ((RIN2120-AA66) (Dock-
et No. FAA-2011-0608)) received in the Office
of the President of the Senate on June 7,
2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6619. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E
Airspace; Red Cloud, NE” ((RIN2120-AA66)
(Docket No. FAA-2011-0426)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6620. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Establishment of Class E
Airspace; Freer, TX”’ ((RIN2120-AA66) (Dock-
et No. FAA-2011-0904)) received in the Office
of the President of the Senate on June 7,
2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6621. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘“Amendment of Class E Air-
space; Rock Springs, WY ((RIN2120-AA66)
(Docket No. FAA-2012-0131)) received in the
Office of the President of the Senate on June
7, 2012; to the Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation.

EC-6622. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives;
The Boeing Company Airplanes’ ((RIN2120-
AA64) (Docket No. FAA-2011-0384)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6623. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives;
Fokker Services B.V. Airplanes” ((RIN2120-
AA64) (Docket No. FAA-2011-1169)) received
in the Office of the President of the Senate
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on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation.

EC-6624. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives;
Airbus Airplanes” ((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket
No. FAA-2011-0998)) received in the Office of
the President of the Senate on June 7, 2012;
to the Committee on Commerce, Science,
and Transportation.

EC-6625. A communication from the Senior
Program Analyst, Federal Aviation Adminis-
tration, Department of Transportation,
transmitting, pursuant to law, the report of
a rule entitled ‘‘Airworthiness Directives;
Cessna Aircraft Company Airplanes”
((RIN2120-AA64) (Docket No. FAA-2012-0534))
received in the Office of the President of the
Senate on June 7, 2012; to the Committee on
Commerce, Science, and Transportation.

———————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. KERRY, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, without amendment and
with an amended preamble:

S. Res. 385. A resolution condemning the
Government of Iran for its continued perse-
cution, imprisonment, and sentencing of
Youcef Nadarkhani on the charge of apos-
tasy.

By Mr. KERRY, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, with an amendment in
the nature of a substitute and an amendment
to the title and with an amended preamble:

S. Res. 402. A resolution condemning Jo-
seph Kony and the Lord’s Resistance Army
for committing crimes against humanity and
mass atrocities, and supporting ongoing ef-
forts by the United States Government and
governments in central Africa to remove Jo-
seph Kony and Lord’s Resistance Army com-
manders from the battlefield.

By Mr. KERRY, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations, without amendment and
with a preamble:

S. Res. 429. A resolution supporting the
goals and ideals of World Malaria Day.

S. Res. 473. A resolution commending Ro-
tary International and others for their ef-
forts to prevent and eradicate polio.

———

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF
COMMITTEE

The following executive reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. LEVIN for the Committee on
Armed Services.

Army nomination of Brigadier General Ed-
ward M. Reeder, Jr., to be Major General.

Army nomination of Lt. Gen. John F.
Mulholland, Jr., to be Lieutenant General.

William B. Pollard, III, of New York, to be
a Judge of the United States Court of Mili-
tary Commission Review.

Scott L. Silliman, of North Carolina, to be
a Judge of the United States Court of Mili-
tary Commission Review.

Marine Corps nominations beginning with
Colonel Edward D. Banta and ending with
Colonel Eric M. Smith, which nominations
were received by the Senate and appeared in
the Congressional Record on January 31,
2012.

Navy nomination of Capt. Janet R. Dono-
van, to be Rear Admiral (lower half).

Navy nomination of Capt. Barbara W.
Sweredoski, to be Rear Admiral (lower half).

Navy nomination of Capt. Kirby D. Miller,
to be Rear Admiral (lower half).
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Navy nominations beginning with Captain
Michael J. Dumont and ending with Captain
Scott B. J. Jerabek, which nominations were
received by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on February 16, 2012.

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (1h) Clinton
F. Faison III, to be Rear Admiral.

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (1h) Jona-
than A. Yuen, to be Rear Admiral.

Navy nominations beginning with Rear
Adm. (1h) Katherine L. Gregory and ending
with Rear Adm. (1h) Kevin R. Slates, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record on
March 5, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Rear
Adm. (1h) Sandy L. Daniels and ending with
Rear Adm. (lh) Christopher J. Paul, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record on
March 5, 2012.

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (1h) Bruce
A. Doll, to be Rear Admiral.

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (1h) David
G. Russell, to be Rear Admiral.

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (1h) Eliza-
beth L. Train, to be Rear Admiral.

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (lh) Rich-
ard D. Berkey, to be Rear Admiral.

Navy nomination of Capt. Douglas G. Mor-
ton, to be Rear Admiral (lower half).

Navy nomination of Capt. Terry J.
Moulton, to be Rear Admiral (lower half).

Navy nominations beginning with Capt.
David R. Pimpo and ending with Capt. Don-
ald L. Singleton, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on March 21, 2012.

Navy nomination of Capt. Paul A. Sohl, to
be Rear Admiral (lower half).

Navy nomination of Capt. Bruce F. Love-
less, to be Rear Admiral (lower half).

Navy nominations beginning with Capt.
Brian K. Antonio and ending with Capt. Lu-
ther B. Fuller III, which nominations were
received by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on May 8, 2012.

Marine Corps nomination of Maj. Gen. (Se-
lect) William M. Faulkner, to be Lieutenant
General.

Air Force nomination of Lt. Gen. Michael
R. Moeller, to be Lieutenant General.

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. Robin R.
Braun, to be Vice Admiral.

Army nomination of Maj. Gen. William B.
Garrett III, to be Lieutenant General.

Army nomination of Lt. Gen. Howard B.
Bromberg, to be Lieutenant General.

Air Force nomination of Lit. Gen. Mark F.
Ramsay, to be Lieutenant General.

Air Force nomination of Maj. Gen. Thomas
W. Travis, to be Lieutenant General.

Air Force nomination of Maj. Gen. Darren
W. McDew, to be Lieutenant General.

Air Force nomination of Lt. Gen. Stanley
T. Kresge, to be Lieutenant General.

Army nomination of Maj. Gen. James L.
Huggins, Jr., to be Lieutenant General.

Army nomination of Col. Barry D. Keeling,
to be Brigadier General.

Army nomination of Col. Joseph E. Roo-
ney, to be Brigadier General.

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. Paul J.
Bushong, to be Vice Admiral.

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. (1h) James
W. Crawford III, to be Rear Admiral.

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. Nanette M.
DeRenzi, to be Vice Admiral.

Navy nomination of Rear Adm. Michael J.
Connor, to be Vice Admiral.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, for the
Committee on Armed Services I report
favorably the following nomination
lists which were printed in the
RECORDS on the dates indicated, and
ask unanimous consent, to save the ex-
pense of reprinting on the Executive
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Calendar, that these nominations lie at
the Secretary’s desk for the informa-
tion of Senators.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Air Force nominations beginning with
Chance J. Henderson and ending with Jeffrey
P. Tan, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on June 14, 2012.

Air Force nominations beginning with Jes-
sica L. Weaver and ending with Jonelle J.
Knapp, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on June 14, 2012.

Army nomination of Joseph F. Jarrard, to
be Colonel.

Army nomination of Kevin J. Park, to be
Major.

Army nomination of Charles R. Perry, to
be Major.

Army nominations beginning with An-
thony P. Digiacomo II and ending with Rich-
ard D. Wilson, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on June 7, 2012.

Army nomination of Youngmi Cho, to be
Lieutenant Colonel.

Army nomination of Richard M. Zygadlo,
to be Lieutenant Colonel.

Army nomination of David H. Rittgers, to
be Major.

Army nominations beginning with Eric S.
Slater and ending with Marcus P. Wong,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

Army nominations beginning with Gaston
P. Bathalon and ending with Kevin C. Reilly,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

Army nominations beginning with Jerry L.
Bratu, Jr. and ending with Amos P. Parker,
Jr., which nominations were received by the
Senate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

Army nominations beginning with Brett
W. Andersen and ending with Michael D.
Whited, Jr., which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on June 14, 2012.

Army nominations beginning with Casey
Rogers and ending with Sharon A. Schell,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

Army nominations beginning with Dwayne
C. Bechtol and ending with D005682, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record on
June 14, 2012.

Army nominations beginning with
Armando Aguilera, Jr. and ending with Dave
St John, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on June 14, 2012.

Army nominations beginning with Bruce J.
Beecher and ending with DO004871, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record on
June 14, 2012.

Army nominations beginning with Renee
D. Alford and ending with Pj Zamora, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record on
June 14, 2012.

Army nominations beginning with Jude M.
Abadie and ending with D010155, which nomi-
nations were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record on June
14, 2012.

Army nominations beginning with Brian E.
Abell and ending with D010333, which nomi-
nations were received by the Senate and ap-
peared in the Congressional Record on June
14, 2012.
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Marine Corps nominations beginning with
Eduardo A. Abisellan and ending with Wil-
liam E. Zamagni, Jr., which nominations
were received by the Senate and appeared in
the Congressional Record on January 31,
2012.

Marine Corps nominations beginning with
Omar A. Adame and ending with Christina F.
Zimmerman, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on January 31, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with
Jenniffer D. Gundayao and ending with Don-
ald R. Wilkinson, which nominations were
received by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with David A.
Adams and ending with John J. Zerr II,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Mark D.
Larabee and ending with Richard J. Watkins,
Jr., which nominations were received by the
Senate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Gregory
D. Burton and ending with Joseph M. Tuite,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Michael
N. Abreu and ending with Scott D. Tingle,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Trent R.
Demoss and ending with Charles K. Nixon,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Roger L.
Acebo and ending with Jeffrey D. Wilson,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Thomas
F. Bolich, Jr. and ending with Donald R.
Xiques, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Ray-
mond I. Bruttomesso and ending with Mark
R. Sands, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with William
A. Baas and ending with James E. Puckett
II, which nominations were received by the
Senate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Thomas
J. Amis and ending with Sueann K. Schorr,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Jeffer-
son W. Adams and ending with Robert B.
Smith, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Robert
W. Mulac and ending with William K. Salvin,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Colette
E. Kokron and ending with Curtis L. Michel,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Tawnya
J. Racoosin and ending with Todd D. White,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with
Elisabeth S. Stephens and ending with
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Sheryl L. Tannahill, which nominations
were received by the Senate and appeared in
the Congressional Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Donald
W. Bosch and ending with Theresa M. Stice,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Darren
E. Anding and ending with Steven K. Renly,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Jeff A.
Davis and ending with Brenda K. Malone,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Mark R.
Asuncion and ending with Philip W. Yu,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Marc C.
Eckardt and ending with Robert W. Witzleb,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with William
A. Dodge, Jr. and ending with Albert M.
Musselwhite, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Allen L.
Edmiston and ending with Jacqueline V.
Mcelhannon, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Jason L.
Ansley and ending with Louis T. Unrein,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with George
A. Allmon and ending with Timothy G.
Sparks, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on May 10, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with John P.
Ayres and ending with Clay L. Wild, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record on
May 10, 2012.

Navy nomination of Glenn E. Gaborko, Jr.,
to be Captain.

Navy nomination of Roger L. Blank, to be
Captain.

Navy nominations beginning with Michael
C. Barber and ending with David G. Oravec,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Joseph
A. Davis and ending with Scott D. Eberwine,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with David H.
Duttlinger and ending with Darcy I. Wolfe,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Frank J.
Brajevic and ending with David E. Woolston,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Lauren
D. Bales and ending with David A. Serafini,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Chris-
topher J. Corvo and ending with Thomas J.
Welsh, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Maria L.
Aguayo and ending with Andrew J.
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Schulman, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with David O.
Bynum and ending with Melvin H. Under-
wood, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Douglas
J. Cohen and ending with Xevin P.
Whitmore, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Richard
S. Barlament and ending with John S. Sib-
ley, which nominations were received by the
Senate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Brian E.
Beharry and ending with Darrel G. Vaughn,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Patrick
J. Blair and ending with Aaron D. Werbel,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with James
T. Albritton and ending with Robert L. Wil-
liams, Jr., which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with
Veronica G. Armstrong and ending with
Maria A. Young, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Juliann
M. Althoff and ending with John Wyland,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Casey S.
Adams and ending with Karen G. Young,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on May 14, 2012.

Navy nomination of Robert E. Bradshaw,
to be Lieutenant Commander.

Navy nomination of Darren W. Murphy, to
be Lieutenant Commander.

Navy nomination of Ling Ye, to be Lieu-
tenant Commander.

Navy nomination of Gregory E. Ringler, to
be Lieutenant Commander.

Navy nominations beginning with Craig S.
Coleman and ending with Eduardo B. Rizo,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Paul D.
Ginkel and ending with Gabriel S. Niles,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Michele
M. Day and ending with Det R. Smith, which
nominations were received by the Senate and
appeared in the Congressional Record on
June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Steve M.
Curry and ending with William R. Urban,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Amy L.
Bleidorn and ending with Micah A. Weltmer,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Michael
J. Barriere and ending with Matthew T.
Wilcox, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Brian M.
Baller and ending with Michael J.
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Szczerbinski, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Heath D.
Bohlen and ending with Matthew C. Young,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Dereck
C. Brown and ending with Sherry W.
Wangwhite, which nominations were re-
ceived by the Senate and appeared in the
Congressional Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Marc A.
Aragon and ending with Robert A. Yee,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Kevin J.
Behm and ending with Evan P. Wright,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Erik E.
Anderson and ending with Christopher G.
Williams, which nominations were received
by the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Rene V.
Abadesco and ending with Mark W. Yates,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with David J.
Adams and ending with Kevin P. Zayac,
which nominations were received by the Sen-
ate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Brian P.
Burrow and ending with Christopher A.
Weech, which nominations were received by
the Senate and appeared in the Congres-
sional Record on June 14, 2012.

Navy nominations beginning with Derrick
E. Blackston and ending with Derek A. Ves-
tal, which nominations were received by the
Senate and appeared in the Congressional
Record on June 14, 2012.

(Nominations without an asterisk
were reported with the recommenda-
tion that they be confirmed.)

———

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND
JOINT RESOLUTIONS

The following bills and joint resolu-
tions were introduced, read the first
and second times by unanimous con-
sent, and referred as indicated:

By Mr. CARPER (for himself, Ms. COL-
LINS, and Mr. LIEBERMAN):

S. 3315. A bill to repeal or modify certain
mandates of the Government Accountability
Office; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs.

By Mr. TOOMEY (for himself and Mr.
BURR):

S. 3316. A bill to require the Secretary of
Labor to carry out a pilot program on pro-
viding veterans with access at One-Stop Cen-
ters to Internet websites to facilitate online
job searches, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. FRANKEN (for himself, Mr.
LEAHY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. HARKIN,
Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. SANDERS, Mrs.
BOXER, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. COONS, Mr.
INOUYE, Mr. KERRY, Mrs. SHAHEEN,
Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. UDALL of New
Mexico, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. WYDEN, Mr.
MERKLEY, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. UDALL
of Colorado, and Mr. LAUTENBERG):

S. 3317. A bill to restore the effective use of
group actions for claims arising under title
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VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, title I of
the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990,
title V of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, sec-
tion 1977 of the Revised Statutes, and the Ge-
netic Information Nondiscrimination Act of
2008, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.
By Mrs. BOXER (for herself, Mr. HAR-
KIN, Mr. BEGICH, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs.
MCCASKILL, Mr. DURBIN, Mrs. FEIN-
STEIN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. LAU-
TENBERG, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, and Mrs.
HAGAN):

S. 3318. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to prohibit the use of the
phrases GI Bill and Post-9/11 GI Bill to give
a false impression of approval or endorse-
ment by the Department of Veterans Affairs,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs.

By Ms. KLOBUCHAR:

S. 3319. A bill to amend the National Trails
System Act to revise the route of the North
Country National Scenic Trail in north-
eastern Minnesota to include existing hiking
trails along the north shore of Lake Supe-
rior, in the Superior National Forest, and in
the Chippewa National Forest, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and
Natural Resources.

By Mr. BINGAMAN (for himself and
Mr. UDALL of New Mexico):

S. 3320. A bill to authorize the Adminis-
trator of the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency to waive the 30-day waiting pe-
riod for flood insurance policies purchased
for private properties affected by wildfire on
Federal lands; to the Committee on Banking,
Housing, and Urban Affairs.

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself and Mr.
INHOFE):

S. 3321. A bill to promote permanent fami-
lies for children, privacy and safety for
unwed mothers, responsible fatherhood, and
security for adoptive parents by establishing
a National Responsible Father Registry and
encouraging States to enter into agreements
to contribute the information contained in
the State’s Responsible Father Registry to
the National Responsible Father Registry,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Finance.

By Mr. BROWN of Ohio (for himself,
Mr. KERRY, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. COONS,
Mr. HARKIN, Mr. BLUMENTHAL, Ms.
MIKULSKI, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr. WHITE-
HOUSE, and Mr. FRANKEN):

S. 3322. A bill to strengthen enforcement
and clarify certain provisions of the
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act, the Uni-
formed and Overseas Citizens Absentee Vot-
ing Act, and chapter 43 of title 38, United
States Code, and to reconcile, restore, clar-
ify, and conform similar provisions in other
related civil rights statutes, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for himself
and Mr. CARDIN):

S. 3323. A Dbill to amend the
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to improve
the protections for servicemembers against
mortgage foreclosures, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs.

By Mr. BROWN of Massachusetts (for
himself and Mr. BURR):

S. 3324. A Dbill to authorize the Secretary of
Veterans Affairs to award grants to non-
profit organizations for the construction of
facilities for temporary lodging in connec-
tion with the examination, treatment, or
care of a veteran under laws administered by
the Secretary of Veterans Affairs, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs.
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SUBMISSION OF CONCURRENT AND
SENATE RESOLUTIONS

The following concurrent resolutions
and Senate resolutions were read, and
referred (or acted upon), as indicated:

By Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
BENNET, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BROWN
of Massachusetts, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,

Mr. CASEY, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr.
CooNs, Mr. ENzI, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
FRANKEN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mrs.

HAGAN, Mr. HARKIN, Mrs. HUTCHISON,
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. KIRK,
Ms. LANDRIEU, Mr. LEAHY, Mr.
MERKLEY, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. SCHUMER, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Ms.
STABENOW, Mr. TESTER, Mr. UDALL of
Colorado, Mr. WYDEN, Mr. LIEBER-
MAN, Ms. COLLINS, Mr. LAUTENBERG,

Mr. ISAKSON, Ms. MURKOWSKI, Ms.
AYOTTE, Mrs. MCCASKILL, and Ms.
KLOBUCHAR):

S. Res. 500. A resolution celebrating the ac-
complishments of title IX of the Education
Amendments of 1972, also known as the
Patsy Takemoto Mink Equal Opportunity in
Education Act, and recognizing the need to
continue pursuing the goal of equal edu-
cational opportunities for all women and
girls; considered and agreed to.

By Mr. CRAPO:

S. Res. 501. A resolution supporting Na-
tional Men’s Health Week; considered and
agreed to.

By Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. ROB-
ERTS, Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. GRAHAM,
Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Ms. LAN-
DRIEU, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. BENNET,
Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. AKAKA, Mr.
MORAN, Mr. CARDIN, Ms. STABENOW,
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. NELSON of Florida,
Mr. BOOZMAN, Mr. RUBIO, Mr. BINGA-
MAN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. SCHUMER,
and Mr. PRYOR):

S. Res. 502. A resolution celebrating the
150th anniversary of the signing of the First
Morrill Act; considered and agreed to.

———

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS

S. 555
At the request of Mr. FRANKEN, the
name of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 555, a bill to end discrimination
based on actual or perceived sexual ori-
entation or gender identity in public
schools, and for other purposes.
S. 811
At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the
name of the Senator from Delaware
(Mr. CARPER) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 811, a bill to prohibit employment
discrimination on the basis of sexual
orientation or gender identity.
S. 866
At the request of Mr. TESTER, the
name of the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 866, a bill to amend title 10,
United States Code, to modify the per-
fiscal year calculation of days of cer-
tain active duty or active service used
to reduce the minimum age at which a
member of a reserve component of the
uniformed services may retire for non-
regular service.
S. 881
At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, the
name of the Senator from Montana
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(Mr. BAUCUS) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 881, a bill to amend the Consumer
Credit Protection Act to assure mean-
ingful disclosures of the terms of rent-
al-purchase agreements, including dis-
closures of all costs to consumers
under such agreements, to provide sub-
stantive rights to consumers under
such agreements, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 1299
At the request of Mr. MORAN, the
name of the Senator from Tennessee
(Mr. ALEXANDER) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 1299, a bill to require the
Secretary of the Treasury to mint
coins in commemoration of the centen-
nial of the establishment of Lions
Clubs International.
S. 1591
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
the names of the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. RISCH), the Senator from Kansas
(Mr. ROBERTS), the Senator from North
Dakota (Mr. HOEVEN) and the Senator
from Alabama (Mr. SHELBY) were added
as cosponsors of S. 1591, a bill to award
a Congressional Gold Medal to Raoul
Wallenberg, in recognition of his
achievements and heroic actions dur-
ing the Holocaust.
S. 1880
At the request of Mr. BARRASSO, the
name of the Senator from Idaho (Mr.
RISCH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
1880, a bill to repeal the health care
law’s job-killing health insurance tax.
S. 1884
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from New Mexico
(Mr. UpALL) was added as a cosponsor
of S. 1884, a bill to provide States with
incentives to require elementary
schools and secondary schools to main-
tain, and permit school personnel to
administer, epinephrine at schools.
S. 2036
At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
the names of the Senator from Ten-
nessee (Mr. ALEXANDER), the Senator
from Florida (Mr. NELSON), the Senator
from Connecticut (Mr. BLUMENTHAL),
the Senator from Arkansas (Mr. BOOZz-
MAN), the Senator from California
(Mrs. BOXER), the Senator from Wash-
ington (Ms. CANTWELL), the Senator
from Maryland (Mr. CARDIN), the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania (Mr. CASEY),
the Senator from Mississippi (Mr.
COCHRAN), the Senator from Maine (Ms.
COLLINS), the Senator from Texas (Mr.
CORNYN), the Senator from Wyoming
(Mr. ENzI), the Senator from South
Carolina (Mr. GRAHAM), the Senator
from North Carolina (Mrs. HAGAN), the
Senator from Texas (Mrs. HUTCHISON),
the Senator from Oklahoma (Mr.
INHOFE), the Senator from Louisiana
(Ms. LANDRIEU), the Senator from New
Jersey (Mr. LAUTENBERG), the Senator
from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), the Sen-
ator from New Jersey (Mr. MENENDEZ),
the Senator from Maryland (Ms. MI-
KULSKI), the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
MORAN), the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. PRYOR), the Senator from Nevada
(Mr. REID), the Senator from Kansas
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(Mr. ROBERTS), the Senator from Wis-
consin (Mr. JOHNSON), the Senator from
New Hampshire (Mrs. SHAHEEN) and the
Senator from Michigan (Ms. STABENOW)
were added as cosponsors of S. 2036, a
bill to require the Secretary of the
Treasury to mint coins in recognition
and celebration of the National Base-
ball Hall of Fame.
S. 2103
At the request of Mr. LEE, the name
of the Senator from Florida (Mr.
RUBIO) was added as a cosponsor of S.
2103, a bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to protect pain-capable
unborn children in the District of Co-
lumbia, and for other purposes.
S. 2134
At the request of Mr. BLUMENTHAL,
the name of the Senator from Mary-
land (Ms. MIKULSKI) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 2134, a bill to amend title
10, United States Code, to provide for
certain requirements relating to the
retirement, adoption, care, and rec-
ognition of military working dogs, and
for other purposes.
S. 2165
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Rhode Island
(Mr. REED) was added as a cosponsor of
S. 2165, a bill to enhance strategic co-
operation between the United States
and Israel, and for other purposes.
S. 2189
At the request of Mr. HARKIN, the
name of the Senator from Washington
(Mrs. MURRAY) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 2189, a bill to amend the Age
Discrimination in Employment Act of
1967 and other laws to clarify appro-

priate standards for Federal anti-
discrimination and antiretaliation
claims, and for other purposes.

S. 2239

At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, the names of the Senator from
Montana (Mr. TESTER) and the Senator
from Louisiana (Ms. LANDRIEU) were
added as cosponsors of S. 2239, a bill to
direct the head of each agency to treat
relevant military training as sufficient
to satisfy training or certification re-
quirements for Federal licenses.

S. 2325

At the request of Mr. NELSON of Flor-
ida, the name of the Senator from Ar-
kansas (Mr. BOOzZMAN) was added as a
cosponsor of S. 2325, a bill to authorize
further assistance to Israel for the Iron
Dome anti-missile defense system.

S. 3204

At the request of Mr. JOHANNS, the
names of the Senator from Massachu-
setts (Mr. BROWN) and the Senator
from Pennsylvania (Mr. TOOMEY) were
added as cosponsors of S. 3204, a bill to
address fee disclosure requirements
under the Electronic Fund Transfer
Act, and for other purposes.

S. 3233

At the request of Mr. CASEY, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3233, a bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve the enforce-
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ment of employment and reemploy-
ment rights of members of the uni-
formed services, and for other pur-
poses.
S. 3235
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3235, a bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to require, as a condition
on the receipt by a State of certain
funds for veterans employment and
training, that the State ensures that
training received by a veteran while on
active duty is taken into consideration
in granting certain State certifications
or licenses, and for other purposes.
S. 3236
At the request of Mr. PRYOR, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3236, a bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve the protection
and enforcement of employment and
reemployment rights of members of
the uniformed services, and for other
purposes.
S. 3289
At the request of Mr. KERRY, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3289, a bill to expand the Medicaid
home and community-based services
waiver to include young individuals
who are in need of services that would
otherwise be required to be provided
through a psychiatric residential treat-
ment facility, and to change references
in Federal law to mental retardation to
references to an intellectual disability.
S. 3290
At the request of Mr. VITTER, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. TOOMEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. 3290, a bill to prohibit dis-
crimination against the unborn on the
basis of sex or gender, and for other
purposes.
S. 3292
At the request of Mrs. MCCASKILL,
the name of the Senator from Georgia
(Mr. CHAMBLISS) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. 3292, a bill to require the
United States International Trade
Commission to recommend temporary
duty suspensions and reductions to
Congress, and for other purposes.
S. 3313
At the request of Mrs. MURRAY, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Mr.
BEGICH) was added as a cosponsor of S.
3313, a bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to improve the assistance
provided by the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs to women veterans, to
improve health care furnished by the
Department, and for other purposes.
S.J. RES. 45
At the request of Mrs. HUTCHISON, the
names of the Senator from New York
(Mrs. GILLIBRAND) and the Senator
from New York (Mr. SCHUMER) were
added as cosponsors of S.J. Res. 45, a
joint resolution amending title 36,
United States Code, to designate June
19 as ‘““‘Juneteenth Independence Day’’.
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S. CON. RES. 48
At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the
names of the Senator from Montana
(Mr. TESTER) and the Senator from Or-
egon (Mr. WYDEN) were added as co-
sponsors of S. Con. Res. 48, a concur-
rent resolution recognizing 375 years of
service of the National Guard and af-
firming congressional support for a
permanent Operational Reserve as a
component of the Armed Forces.
S. RES. 401
At the request of Mr. WHITEHOUSE,
the name of the Senator from Arkansas
(Mr. BOOZMAN) was added as a cospon-
sor of S. Res. 401, a resolution express-
ing appreciation for Foreign Service
and Civil Service professionals who
represent the United States around the
globe.
S. RES. 402
At the request of Mr. COONS, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. CASEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 402, a resolution con-
demning Joseph Kony and the Lord’s
Resistance Army for committing
crimes against humanity and mass
atrocities, and supporting ongoing ef-
forts by the United States Government
and governments in central Africa to
remove Joseph Kony and Lord’s Resist-
ance Army commanders from the bat-
tlefield.
S. RES. 446
At the request of Mr. RUBIO, the
name of the Senator from Wisconsin
(Mr. JOHNSON) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Res. 446, a resolution expressing
the sense of the Senate that the United
Nations and other intergovernmental
organizations should not be allowed to
exercise control over the Internet.
S. RES. 473
At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms.
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor
of S. Res. 473, a resolution commending
Rotary International and others for
their efforts to prevent and eradicate
polio.
S. RES. 482
At the request of Ms. MURKOWSKI, her
name was added as a cosponsor of S.
Res. 482, a resolution celebrating the
100th anniversary of the United States
Chamber of Commerce.
S. RES. 489
At the request of Mr. MCCAIN, the
name of the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. TOOMEY) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 489, a resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Senate on the
appointment by the Attorney General
of an outside special counsel to inves-
tigate certain recent leaks of appar-
ently classified and highly sensitive in-
formation on United States military
and intelligence plans, programs, and
operations.
S. RES. 490
At the request of Mrs. BOXER, the
name of the Senator from Connecticut
(Mr. LIEBERMAN) was added as a co-
sponsor of S. Res. 490, a resolution des-
ignating the week of September 16,
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2012, as ‘‘Mitochondrial Disease Aware-
ness Week”, reaffirming the impor-
tance of an enhanced and coordinated
research effort on mitochondrial dis-
eases, and commending the National
Institutes of Health for its efforts to

improve the understanding of
mitochondrial diseases.
S. RES. 494

At the request of Mr. DURBIN, the
names of the Senator from Maryland
(Mr. CARDIN) and the Senator from
Pennsylvania (Mr. CASEY) were added
as cosponsors of S. Res. 494, a resolu-
tion condemning the Government of
the Russian Federation for providing
weapons to the regime of President
Bashar al-Assad of Syria.

At the request of Mr. CORNYN, the
name of the Senator from Kansas (Mr.
ROBERTS) was added as a cosponsor of
S. Res. 494, supra.

S. RES. 496

At the request of Mrs. GILLIBRAND,
her name was added as a cosponsor of
S. Res. 496, a resolution observing the
historical significance of Juneteenth
Independence Day.

AMENDMENT NO. 2202

At the request of Mr. BENNET, the
name of the Senator from Colorado
(Mr. UDALL) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 2202 proposed to S.
3240, an original bill to reauthorize ag-
ricultural programs through 2017, and
for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2295

At the request of Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, the name of the Senator from
New Mexico (Mr. UDALL) was added as
a cosponsor of amendment No. 2295 pro-
posed to S. 3240, an original bill to re-
authorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2355

At the request of Mr. PRYOR, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2355 proposed to S.
3240, an original bill to reauthorize ag-
ricultural programs through 2017, and
for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2382

At the request of Mr. CORKER, his
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2382 proposed to S.
3240, an original bill to reauthorize ag-
ricultural programs through 2017, and
for other purposes.

At the request of Mr. MERKLEY, the
names of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
SNOWE) and the Senator from North
Carolina (Mrs. HAGAN) were added as
cosponsors of amendment No. 2382 pro-
posed to S. 3240, supra.

AMENDMENT NO. 2395

At the request of Mr. AKAKA, the
name of the Senator from Alaska (Ms.
MURKOWSKI) was added as a cosponsor
of amendment No. 2395 intended to be
proposed to S. 3240, an original bill to
reauthorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2417

At the request of Mr. UDALL of New
Mexico, the name of the Senator from
Iowa (Mr. HARKIN) was added as a co-
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sponsor of amendment No. 2417 in-
tended to be proposed to S. 3240, an
original bill to reauthorize agricultural
programs through 2017, and for other
purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2445

At the request of Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
the names of the Senator from Ne-
braska (Mr. NELSON) and the Senator
from Minnesota (Mr. FRANKEN) were
added as cosponsors of amendment No.
2445 proposed to S. 3240, an original bill
to reauthorize agricultural programs
through 2017, and for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2453

At the request of Ms. STABENOW, the
name of the Senator from Maine (Ms.
SNOWE) was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 24563 proposed to S.
3240, an original bill to reauthorize ag-
ricultural programs through 2017, and
for other purposes.

AMENDMENT NO. 2457

At the request of Ms. LANDRIEU, her
name was added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 2457 proposed to S.
3240, an original bill to reauthorize ag-
ricultural programs through 2017, and
for other purposes.

At the request of Mr. WARNER, the
names of the Senator from Virginia
(Mr. WEBB) and the Senator from Idaho
(Mr. CRAPO) were added as cosponsors
of amendment No. 2457 proposed to S.
3240, supra.

——————

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS

By Mr. FRANKEN (for himself,
Mr. LEAHY, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr.
HARKIN, Mr. WHITEHOUSE, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. SANDERS, Mrs. BOXER, Mr.
AKAKA, Mr. COONS, Mr. INOUYE,
Mr. KERRY, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Mr.
BINGAMAN, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mr. UDALL of
New Mexico, Mr. DURBIN, Mr.
WYDEN, Mr. MERKLEY, Ms.
CANTWELL, Mr. UDALL of Colo-
rado, and Mr. LAUTENBERG):

S. 3317. A bill to restore the effective
use of group actions for claims arising
under title VII of the Civil Rights Act
of 1964, title I of the Americans with
Disabilities Act of 1990, title V of the
Rehabilitation Act of 1973, section 1977
of the Revised Statutes, and the Ge-
netic Information Nondiscrimination
Act of 2008, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. FRANKEN. Mr. President, our
daughters’ futures will be as bright as
our sons’. That is the American prom-
ise. It is the American ideal—that
one’s opportunity to prosper—one’s
economic security—depends not on
one’s gender but instead on one’s work
ethic—one’s character—one’s God-
given talents.

That men and women will be treated
equally in America is a promise that
was a made by Susan B. Anthony, who
dedicated her life to women’s suffrage
and who famously said, shortly before
her passing, that ‘‘failure is impos-
sible.” History proved her right: 15
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years later, women finally were given
access to the ballot.

That men and women will be treated
equally in America is a promise that
was made a generation later, by thou-
sands of women who—under the banner
of Rosie the Riveter—took to the fac-
tories and carried our national econ-
omy through a period of world war.

That men and women will be treated
equally in America is a promise that
was made by Ruth Bader Ginsburg,
who, in 1960, was passed over for a Su-
preme Court clerkship because she was
a woman. Undeterred, she went on to
start the Women’s Rights Project at
the ACLU, a platform from which she
argued several landmark cases. In 1993,
she was selected to serve as a justice
on the very court that, years before,
turned her away.

That men and women will be treated
equally in America is a promise that is
made today—by women like Senator
BARBARA MIKULSKi and Senator PATTY
MURRAY and Congresswoman ROSA
DELAURO—women who have settled not
for a mere presence in the halls of Con-
gress but who instead have become
among its most influential leaders.

Generations of women have rejected
inferiority. Because of these pioneers,
the promise of gender equality in
America has become more than just a
promise. It has become our law. It is
enshrined in the documents by which
we are governed.

This week, we celebrate the 40th an-
niversary of Title 9, a statute that
guarantees equal educational opportu-
nities for boys and girls—for men and
women. In just a couple of years, we
will mark the 50th anniversary of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, a landmark
legislative achievement that codified
our national commitment to ending
discrimination in the workplace.

So, yes, in America we have made a
promise that one’s gender will not be
the deciding factor between having op-
portunities and being denied opportuni-
ties—between getting a job and being
denied one—between getting a pro-
motion and being denied one. We have
made that promise. And we’ve come a
long way toward fulfilling it.

But we are not there yet. Even
though women have been working out-
side the home for generations, they
continue to face barriers in the work-
place: Even though about half of all
workers are women, only 12 Fortune
500 companies have female CEOs. The
Equal Employment Opportunity Com-
mission reports that, in 2011, it re-
ceived nearly 100,000 complaints of dis-
crimination. Statistics show that
women still receive unequal pay for
equal work.

Although this week marks the 40th
anniversary of Title 9, it also marks
the one year anniversary of the Su-
preme Court’s decision in Wal-Mart v.
Dukes, a decision that has had an enor-
mous impact on workplace rights
across the country. On its face, that
case was about civil procedure—it was
about litigation rules and legal tech-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

nicalities. But, in a larger sense, the
Dukes case was about the current state
of our equal employment laws.

In that case, a group of women tried
to band together to enforce their rights
to be free from discrimination—rights
afforded them by Title 7 of the Civil
Rights Act. The women alleged that
their employer’s policies allowed bias—
rather than performance and merit—to
determine who would be promoted or
given raises.

The evidence in the case indicated
that women comprised 70 percent of
the employer’s hourly workforce but
only 33 percent of its management
team. The evidence indicated that
women were paid less than men in each
of the employer’s 41 regions. It indi-
cated that managers around the coun-
try relied on outdated stereotypes
when making employment decisions.
Both the trial court and the appellate
court agreed that the women should be
permitted to try their case as a group.

The trial court’s and the appellate
court’s decisions were consistent with
precedent. Governing rules said that a
group of workers could band together if
they first showed, among other things,
that their cases shared a common issue
of law or fact. This is known as the
“‘commonality’ requirement. The idea
here is that if lots of workers raise a
common issue, it’s easier for the court
to resolve that issue in one case than
to resolve it over and over and over
again in thousands of different cases.

In Dukes, the common, central issue
was whether the employer’s policy of
giving managers unfettered discretion
to make pay and promotion decisions
resulted in a disparate impact on
women. In other words, all of the work-
ers alleged that the employer’s policy
allowed bias to determine conditions of
employment. Because the workers had
presented that common question, ‘‘Is
the employer’s policy discriminatory’’;
the lower courts concluded that the
group could proceed together.

But the Supreme Court concluded
otherwise. Its rationale was unprece-
dented. In a 5 to 4 decision, the Court
said that, to proceed as a group, the
women had to show not only that they
were united by a common issue, but
also that they ultimately would prevail
on that issue at trial. That is, to
present their case, the women first had
to prove their case. As Justice Gins-
burg explained in her dissenting opin-
ion, the Court’s decision ‘‘disqualifies
the class from the starting gate.”

Since Dukes was decided, dozens of
employment discrimination cases ef-
fectively have been stopped before they
even started. This is a problem. When
Congress passed the Civil Rights Act of
1964, the Committee responsible for the
bill issued a report in which it said
that “[t]he Committee agrees with the
courts that Title 7 actions are by their
very nature class complaints, and that
any restriction on such actions would
greatly undermine the effectiveness of
Title 7.”

But it doesn’t take a Congressional
Committee report to understand the ef-
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fect of the Dukes decision. Betty
Dukes, the lead plaintiff in the case,
put it well when she testified before
the Senate Judiciary Committee. She
said that, quote, “‘[o]ur civil rights are
only as valuable as the means that
exist to enforce them.” It is one thing
to pass a law saying that men and
women should be treated equally. It is
another thing to give that law some
teeth—to say that we really mean it.

The Dukes decision makes it harder
for women—for any group of workers,
for that matter—to band together to
enforce the Civil Rights Act. Unable to
band together, many workers may not
have access to legal representation.
Unable to band together, many work-
ers will choose not to challenge work-
place discrimination at all, concluding
that the personal costs of doing so—the
potential for retaliatory actions—out-
weigh any possible benefits. Unable to
band together, workers will be less able
to use the courts to address employers’
discriminatory policies on a company-
wide basis.

So, today, on the one year anniver-
sary of the Court’s decision in Dukes, I
rise to introduce the Equal Employ-
ment Opportunity Restoration Act.
This bill will restore workers’ ability
to enforce effectively our Nation’s
antidiscrimination laws. Perhaps as
importantly, this bill reaffirms the
American promise of workplace equal-
ity.

The bill creates a new judicial proce-
dure—called a ‘‘group action’”—which
mirrors the class action procedures
that were available to workers before
Dukes was decided. Instead of disquali-
fying workers’ cases at the starting
gate, this bill says that workers can
proceed together if they create a rea-
sonable inference that they were sub-
jected to a discriminatory employment
policy or practice. It will be—as it al-
ways has been—left to a trial to deter-
mine the merits of the workers’ allega-
tions and the viability of the employ-
ers’ defenses.

I am proud to introduce this bill with
Congresswoman DELAURO and with my
Senate colleagues, including Senators
LEAHY, MIKULSKI, MURRAY, and HAR-
KIN.

I am grateful to the many wonderful
organizations in Minnesota and Wash-
ington that have worked with me on
this bill. They include the National
Partnership on Women and Families,
the ACLU, the Leadership Conference
on Civil and Human Rights, the Na-
tional Women’s Law Center, the Amer-
ican Association of University Women,
and the Lawyers’ Committee for Civil
Rights Under Law.

Our daughters’ futures will be as
bright as our sons’. For more than a
century, we have followed a path to-
ward gender equality. The trail has
been blazed by generations of women—
women whose names are found in the
history books, yes, but also by those
whose names are not—the working
mother who rises before dawn and
punches a clock every day so she can
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support her family—the young woman,
fresh out of college, who defies stereo-
types and pursues an engineering ca-
reer—the small business-owner who
hires dozens of people in her commu-
nity.

We should continue along the path
toward equality in the workplace. We
should not stop now. We should not
turn back now. The bill that we intro-
duce today says that we won’t.

Mr. LEAHY. Today, I am pleased to
join Senator FRANKEN to introduce the
Equal Employment Opportunity Res-
toration Act of 2012. This important
legislation will respond to the Supreme
Court’s decision in Wal-Mart v. Dukes,
and restore women’s ability to chal-
lenge discrimination in the workplace.

Today marks the 1 year anniversary
of that case—where just five Justices
disqualified the claims of 1.5 million
women who had spent nearly a decade
seeking justice for sex discrimination
by their employer, Wal-Mart. By a 54
decision, the Supreme Court ruled that
the women did not share enough in
common to support bringing a class ac-
tion. Perhaps more troubling, just five
Justices said that Wal-Mart could not
have had a discriminatory policy
against all of them, because it left its
payment decisions to the local
branches of its stores. In reaching this
conclusion, the Supreme Court pro-
vided a clear path for corporations to
avoid company-wide sex discrimination
suits, and made it harder to hold cor-
porations accountable under our his-
toric civil rights laws.

Betty Dukes has worked for Wal-
Mart, where she started as a part-time
cashier in Pittsburg, California, for al-
most 20 years. Throughout her years at
Wal-Mart, Betty expressed an interest
in advancement and in the manage-
ment track. Unfortunately, she was
continually overlooked for promotions,
receiving only one in her lengthy ca-
reer there. Betty Dukes then learned of
the pay disparities between the male
and female employees at a Pittsburg
Wal-Mart store. She decided to take a
stand, and filed a class action lawsuit
against Wal-Mart in 2001. Betty Dukes
and the other women were appalled to
learn that the pay disparities did not
stop at the Pittsburg store. In fact,
there was widespread gender discrimi-
nation occurring at Wal-Mart stores
across the country.

Last year, I chaired a hearing on how
Supreme Court rulings affect Ameri-
cans’ access to their courts. Betty
Dukes came and shared her story at
that hearing. She made it clear that
she did not plan on giving up. In these
tough economic times, American con-
sumers and employees rely on the law
to protect them from fraud and dis-
crimination. They rely on the courts to
enforce laws intended to protect them.
Unfortunately, these protections are
being eroded by what appears to be the
most business-friendly Supreme Court
in the last 75 years.

The Supreme Court’s recent decisions
make some wonder whether it has now
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decided that some corporations are too
big to be held accountable. Whether it
is Lilly Ledbetter suing her employer
for gender discrimination, or a group of
consumers suing their phone company
for deceptive practices, an activist ma-
jority of the Supreme Court is making
it more and more difficult for Ameri-
cans to have their day in court.

We cannot ignore the fact that gen-
der discrimination in the workplace
persists. Earlier this month, I urged
the Senate to pass the Paycheck Fair-
ness Act, a bill that would have set a
clear path to address the systemic
problems that result from pay dispari-
ties. Unfortunately, the Senate could
not overcome a partisan filibuster, and
was not able to even debate the meas-
ure.

I believe that the ability of Ameri-
cans to band together to hold corpora-
tions accountable, especially when it
comes to workplace discrimination,
has been seriously undermined by the
Supreme Court. All people should be
evaluated on the basis of their con-
tribution to the workplace, not irrele-
vant factors like sex, gender, race, eth-
nicity, or disability. These decisions
have been praised on Wall Street, but
will no doubt hurt hardworking Ameri-
cans on Main Street. I thank Senator
FRANKEN for introducing this impor-
tant bill, and urge all Senators to come
together and support this effort to re-
store hardworking Americans’ access
to their courts.

By Ms. LANDRIEU (for herself
and Mr. INHOFE):

S. 3321. A bill to promote permanent
families for children, privacy and safe-
ty for unwed mothers, responsible fa-
therhood, and security for adoptive
parents by establishing a National Re-
sponsible Father Registry and encour-
aging States to enter into agreements
to contribute the information con-
tained in the State’s Responsible Fa-
ther Registry to the National Respon-
sible Father Registry, and for other

purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nance.
Ms. LANDRIEU. Mr. President, I

bring to the attention of the body a bill
called the Protecting Adoption and
Promoting Responsible Fatherhood Act
of 2012. I introduced this bill on behalf
of myself and Senator INHOFE, with
whom I have worked with so closely on
many issues involving adoption and the
protection of children who are outside
of family care, both here in the United
States and abroad. I thank Senator
INHOFE, the senior Senator from Okla-
homa, for being an original cosponsor
of this legislation. I also thank Con-
gresswoman LAURA RICHARDSON for in-
troducing a companion piece of this
legislation in the House today.

We just celebrated Father’s Day this
past weekend. I know my father and
my husband and men all over the coun-
try celebrated with their children and
their families. We honor the extraor-
dinary fathers in the world.

Parenthood is the ultimate gift. It is
also an incredible responsibility. Many
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of us have benefited from really won-
derful fathers who care for and support
families and support children through
their young years, their adult years,
and even into their older years. When
fathers are absent, when they abandon
their responsibility to their children,
they can make the mothers of their
children and their children more vul-
nerable. Sometimes women will make
a decision to place a child for adoption
if they are unmarried, unwilling, un-
able—just at a vulnerable time in their
life and not able to raise a child. Adop-
tion can be a very positive option.
There are some Members of our Con-
gress who have adopted children and
have adopted grandchildren, so we
know the blessings of adoption.

This bill will help to facilitate and
clear up some legal quagmires that
occur until many States clear the way
for women of any age to make a deci-
sion for adoption. There are many of
us, across party lines, who have sup-
ported more domestic infant adoption,
more domestic adoptions for children
of all ages, and particularly adoption of
special-needs children.

This bill really affects infant adop-
tion. It sets up a voluntary registry
that tracks what 38 States have al-
ready done. Any person, any male who
has the intention of supporting and
raising a child can register on this reg-
istry, and their will and wishes will be
taken into consideration. But in the
situation that often happens where this
man is not interested in being the kind
of responsible father he should be, then
this registry helps to expedite, without
a lot of legal quagmire but with protec-
tion to both the father and the mother,
to expedite adoption.

It has gone through a vetting process
with any number of outside organiza-
tions. I thank the American Bar Asso-
ciation. I want to particularly thank
the Association of Adoption Attorneys,
which helped to draft this important
piece of legislation.

I wanted to come to the floor to in-
troduce it. We will, of course, bring it
up when the leadership allows us that
opportunity. It may have to go through
a committee process. We may be able
to clear it with the support of both Re-
publicans and Democrats, as is shown
by the support of Senator INHOFE and
myself. Hopefully we can get it done in
a short period of time and provide a
clear path to promote adoption in the
United States.

By Mr. ROCKEFELLER (for him-
self and Mr. CARDIN):

S. 3323. A bill to amend the
Servicemembers Civil Relief Act to im-
prove the protections for service-
members against mortgage fore-
closures, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President,
today I introduce the Military Family
Home Protection Act, a bill to
strengthen the legal protections our
military personnel are guaranteed
under the Servicemembers Civil Relief
Act, SCRA.
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Entering military service can some-
times make it difficult or impossible
for our Soldiers, Sailors, Airmen, and
Marines to meet their civilian legal
and financial obligations. In laws dat-
ing back to the Civil War, Congress has
given active-duty military personnel
special protections against legal ac-
tions that might be taken against
them while they are away from home
because of military service. The pur-
pose of these laws, according to a 1943
Supreme Court decision, is ‘‘to protect
those who have been obliged to drop
their own affairs to take up the burden
of the nation.” Congress re-wrote the
World War II-era ‘‘Soldiers and Sailor
Relief Act” in 2003, as full-time mili-
tary, Reservists, and National Guard
personnel were deploying in large num-
bers to Iraqg and Afghanistan. This
comprehensively updated statute was
re-named the ‘‘Servicemembers Civil
Relief Act.”

Since the September 11 attacks, we
have asked our military personnel—
both our active-duty and reserve com-
ponents—for unprecedented service and
sacrifice. We have asked them to de-
ploy multiple times to Iraq and Af-
ghanistan, and we have asked their
families to live without their loved
ones for long periods of time. We have
asked our National Guard and Reserve
personnel—not just once, but some-
times two or three times—to leave
their jobs, put their civilian lives on
hold, and answer their country’s call to
service. The promise the SCRA makes
to these Americans is that while they
are engaged in the defense of our coun-
try, we will protect them and their
families from adverse financial actions
on the home front. One important way
the SCRA protects these service-
members is by lowering their mortgage
interest rates while they are on active
duty, and by prohibiting banks from
foreclosing on their homes without
first getting court approval.

Unfortunately, as I learned during a
joint House-Senate forum I held in the
Senate Commerce Committee hearing
room in July 2011, not all banks have
been following the law. In May 2011, for
example, the Department of Justice
settled lawsuits with the former Coun-
trywide Home Loans, now a subsidiary
of Bank of America, and Saxon Mort-
gage, a subsidiary of Morgan Stanley,
for $22 million. In these lawsuits, DOJ
alleged that the companies violated
the SCRA by foreclosing on more than
170 servicemembers without court or-
ders. At the House-Senate forum,
which I organized with Representative
EL1JAH CUMMINGS, the Ranking Mem-
ber of the House Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform Committee, we heard
from two members of the military and
other experts about how these SCRA
violations can devastate military fami-
lies. Mrs. Holly Petraeus, who is the
Director of Servicemember Affairs at
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, as well as the wife of General
David Petraeus, told us that:

. . . [W]hile a foreclosure is devastating for
any American family, it can be especially
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painful for military families. Both the fam-
ily back home and the deployed servicemem-
ber, who feels helpless to take action to pre-
vent the foreclosure, are put in a terrible sit-
uation. It is vital that servicemembers re-
ceive all the protections afforded to them by
the SCRA.

At the time we held this forum, legis-
lators in both houses were already hard
at work on legislation to strengthen
the SCRA and improve banks’ compli-
ance with the SCRA. In late 2010, Con-
gress passed a new law, P.L. 111-275,
that allowed deploying soldiers to ter-
minate their cell phone contracts with-
out penalties, and that gave the United
States Attorney General new powers to
enforce the SCRA against creditors. In
June 2011, the Senate Veterans’ Affairs
Committee, on which I serve, approved
a bill sponsored by Senator BEGICH, S.
941, which included a provision to ex-
tend the period of SCRA mortgage pro-
tections from nine months to twelve
months after a servicemember leaves
military duty. The Senate Veterans’
Affairs Committee is also actively con-
sidering other proposals to improve the
SCRA.

The legislation I am introducing
today with Senator CARDIN was intro-
duced in the House of Representatives
as H.R. 5747 on May 15, 2012, by Rank-
ing Member CUMMINGS, along with the
Ranking Member of the House Armed
Services Committee, Representative
ADAM SMITH, and the Ranking Member
of the House Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee, Representative BOB FILNER.
Two days later, it was adopted as an
amendment to the National Defense
Authorization Act by an overwhelming
vote of 394-27.

Now that the House has expressed its
bipartisan support for this legislation,
I am introducing it in the Senate for
consideration. The recent House vote
shows that this is an issue that should
rise above partisan politics. I hope that
the House’s recent action will give the
Senate new momentum to look at what
we can do to strengthen the SCRA and
protect our military personnel and
their families. A short summary of the
bill is provided below.

The Military Family Home Protec-
tion Act expands the class of covered
individuals under the SCRA’s mortgage
provisions to include: All
servicemembers serving on the battle-
field, regardless of when they bought
their home. Servicemembers retiring
100 percent disabled due to service-con-
nected injuries and surviving spouses
of servicemembers who died in military
service.

The act stays mortgage foreclosure
proceedings against SCRA-covered per-
sons for 1 year following their service;
it also eliminates a current sunset pro-
vision that will reduce this protection
to 90 days beginning January 1, 2013.

The Act doubles the civil penalty for
SCRA mortgage violations to $110,000
for the first offense and $220,000 for sub-
sequent violations.

The act protects servicemembers and
their families against discrimination
by banks and lenders on account of
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servicemembers’ eligibility for SCRA
protections. It also requires banks and
lenders to take further steps to ensure
SCRA compliance. These steps include:
Designating an SCRA compliance offi-
cer. Requiring SCRA compliance offi-
cers to distribute information to
servicemembers about their SCRA pro-
tections, and providing a toll-free tele-
phone number and website to help
servicemembers better understand
their SCRA protections.

——————

SUBMITTED RESOLUTIONS

SENATE RESOLUTION 500—CELE-
BRATING THE ACCOMPLISH-
MENTS OF TITLE IX OF THE
EDUCATION AMENDMENTS OF
1972, ALSO KNOWN AS THE
PATSY TAKEMOTO MINK EQUAL
OPPORTUNITY IN EDUCATION
ACT, AND RECOGNIZING THE
NEED TO CONTINUE PURSUING
THE GOAL OF EQUAL EDU-
CATIONAL OPPORTUNITIES FOR
ALL WOMEN AND GIRLS

Mrs. MURRAY (for herself, Ms.
SNOWE, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr.
BENNET, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mr.
BLUMENTHAL, Mrs. BOXER, Mr. BROWN
of Massachusetts, Mr. BROWN of Ohio,
Mr. CASEY, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. COONS,
Mr. ENZ1, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr.
FRANKEN, Mrs. GILLIBRAND, Mrs.
HAGAN, Mr. HARKIN, Mrs. HUTCHISON,
Mr. INOUYE, Mr. KERRY, Mr. KIRK, Ms.
LANDRIEU, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. MERKLEY,
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. SANDERS, Mr. SCHU-
MER, Mrs. SHAHEEN, Ms. STABENOW, Mr.
TESTER, Mr. UDALL of Colorado, Mr.
WYDEN, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Ms. COLLINS,
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. ISAKSON, Ms.
MURKOWSKI, Ms. AYOTTE, Mrs. McCAS-
KILL, and Ms. KLOBUCHAR) submitted
the following resolution; which was
considered and agreed to:

S. RES. 500

Whereas 40 years ago, on June 23, 1972, title
IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 (in
this preamble referred to as ‘‘title IX’’) (20
U.S.C. 1681 et seq.) was signed into law by
the President of the United States;

Whereas Representatives Patsy T. Mink
and Edith Green led the successful fight in
Congress to pass this legislation;

Whereas, on October 29, 2002, title IX was
named the ‘“Patsy Takemoto Mink Equal Op-
portunity in Education Act’ in recognition
of Representative Mink’s heroic, visionary,
and tireless leadership in developing and
passing title IX;

Whereas title IX prohibits discrimination
on the basis of sex in the administration of
any education program receiving Federal fi-
nancial assistance, including sports, and bars
sexual and sex-based harassment, discrimi-
nation against pregnant and parenting stu-
dents, and the use of stereotypes and other
barriers to limit a person’s access to a par-
ticular educational field;

Whereas remarkable gains have been made
to ensure equal opportunity for women and
girls under the inspiration and mandate of
title IX;

Whereas title IX has increased educational
opportunities for women and girls, including
their access to professional schools and non-
traditional fields of study, and has improved
their employment opportunities;
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Whereas title IX has increased opportuni-
ties for women and girls in sports, leading to
greater access to competitive sports and
building strong values such as teamwork,
leadership, discipline, work ethic, self-sac-
rifice, pride in accomplishment, and strength
of character;

Whereas, while title IX has been instru-
mental in fostering 40 years of progress to-
ward equality between men and women in
educational institutions and the workplace,
there remains progress to be made;

Whereas, in the 2010-2011 school year, girls
were provided 1,300,000 fewer opportunities to
play high school sports than boys;

Whereas, in 2010, at the typical Division I
Football Bowl Subdivision school, 51 percent
of the students were women, but female ath-
letes received only 28 percent of the total
money spent on athletics, 31 percent of the
money spent to recruit new athletes, and 42
percent of the total athletic scholarship
funds;

Whereas research shows that more than 8
out of 10 successful businesswomen played
organized sports as children;

Whereas, for girls who engage in sports, 80
percent are less likely to have a drug prob-
lem and 92 percent are less likely to have an
unwanted pregnancy;

Whereas title IX seeks to protect students
from sexual harassment and defend pregnant
and parenting students from discrimination;

Whereas stereotypes and discriminatory
barriers in the fields of science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics persist and
contribute to the low numbers of women and
girls in those fields;

Whereas, in 2009, women comprised only 19
percent of students receiving baccalaureate
degrees in physics, 18 percent of students re-
ceiving baccalaureate degrees in computer
science, 16 percent of students receiving bac-
calaureate degrees in engineering and engi-
neering technologies, and 22 percent of stu-
dents receiving master’s or doctorate degrees
in engineering and engineering technologies;
and

Whereas, while title IX has resulted in sig-
nificant gains for women and girls in edu-
cation, the law’s full promise of equal edu-
cational opportunities for all women and
girls has not yet been fulfilled: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) celebrates the accomplishments result-
ing from the passage of title IX of the Edu-
cation Amendments of 1972, also known as
the Patsy Takemoto Mink Equal Oppor-
tunity in Education Act, in increasing oppor-
tunities for women and girls in many facets
of education, including the magnificent ac-
complishments of women and girls in sports;

(2) reaffirms the commitment of title IX to
ending all discrimination against women and
girls in elementary, secondary, and higher
education, and to equal opportunities for
women and girls in athletics; and

(3) recognizes the continued importance of
title IX in providing needed protections for
women and girls.

——
SENATE RESOLUTION  501—SUP-
PORTING NATIONAL MEN’S

HEALTH WEEK

Mr. CRAPO submitted the following
resolution; which was considered and
agreed to:

S. RES. 501

Whereas, despite advances in medical tech-
nology and research, men continue to live an
average of more than 5 years less than
women, and African-American men have the
lowest life expectancy;

Whereas 9 of the 10 leading causes of death,
as defined by the Centers for Disease Control
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and Prevention, affect men at a higher per-
centage than women;

Whereas, between ages 45 and 54, men are
more than 1% times more likely than women
to die of heart attacks;

Whereas men die of heart disease at 1%
times the rate of women;

Whereas men die of cancer at almost 1%
times the rate of women;

Whereas testicular cancer is 1 of the most
common cancers in men aged 15 to 34, and,
when detected early, has a 96 percent sur-
vival rate;

Whereas the number of cases of colon can-
cer among men will reach almost 50,000 in
2012, and more than half of those men will
die from the disease;

Whereas the likelihood that a man will de-
velop prostate cancer is 1 in 6;

Whereas the number of men who develop
prostate cancer in 2012 is expected to reach
more than 241,740, and an estimated 28,170 of
those men will die from the disease;

Whereas African-American men in the
United States have the highest incidence of
prostate cancer;

Whereas significant numbers of health
problems that affect men, such as prostate
cancer, testicular cancer, colon cancer, and
infertility, could be detected and treated if
awareness among men of those problems was
more pervasive;

Whereas more than 2 of the elderly wid-
ows now living in poverty were not poor be-
fore the death of their husbands, and by age
100, women outnumber men by a ratio of 4 to
1

Whereas educating both the public and
health care providers about the importance
of early detection of male health problems
will result in reducing rates of mortality for
those diseases;

Whereas appropriate use of tests such as
prostate specific antigen exams, blood pres-
sure screens, and cholesterol screens, in con-
junction with clinical examination and self-
testing for problems such as testicular can-
cer, can result in the detection of many of
those problems in their early stages and in-
crease the survival rates to nearly 100 per-
cent;

Whereas women are 2 times more likely
than men to visit their doctors for annual
examinations and preventive services;

Whereas men are less likely than women to
visit their health centers or physicians for
regular screening examinations of male-re-
lated problems for a variety of reasons;

Whereas Congress established National
Men’s Health Week in 1994 and urged men
and their families to engage in appropriate
health behaviors, and the resulting increased
awareness has improved health-related edu-
cation and helped prevent illness;

Whereas the Governors of all 50 States

issue proclamations annually declaring
Men’s Health Week in their respective
States;

Whereas, since 1994, National Men’s Health
Week has been celebrated each June by doz-
ens of States, cities, localities, public health
departments, health care entities, churches,
and community organizations throughout
the United States that promote health
awareness events focused on men and family;

Whereas the National Men’s Health Week
Internet website has been established at
www.menshealthweek.org and features Gov-
ernors’ proclamations and National Men’s
Health Week events;

Whereas men who are educated about the
value that preventive health can play in pro-
longing their lifespans and their roles as pro-
ductive family members will be more likely
to participate in health screenings;

Whereas men and their families are en-
couraged to increase their awareness of the
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importance of a healthy lifestyle, regular ex-
ercise, and medical checkups;

Whereas June 11 through 17, 2012, is Na-
tional Men’s Health Week; and

Whereas the purpose of National Men’s
Health Week is to heighten the awareness of
preventable health problems and encourage
early detection and treatment of disease
among men and boys: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) supports the annual National Men’s
Health Week; and

(2) calls upon the people of the United
States and interested groups to observe Na-
tional Men’s Health Week with appropriate
ceremonies and activities.

————

SENATE RESOLUTION 502—CELE-
BRATING THE 150TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE SIGNING OF THE
FIRST MORRILL ACT

Mr. LEAHY (for himself, Mr. SAND-
ERS, Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Mr. ROBERTS,
Mr. ALEXANDER, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
LEVIN, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Ms. LANDRIEU,
Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. BENNET, Mrs.
MURRAY, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. MORAN, Mr.
CARDIN, Ms. STABENOW, Ms. MIKULSKI,
Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. BOOZMAN,
Mr. RUBIO, Mr. BINGAMAN, Mrs. GILLI-
BRAND, Mr. SCHUMER, and Mr. PRYOR)
submitted the following resolution;
which was considered and agreed to:

S. RES. 502

Whereas July 2, 2012, marks the sesqui-
centennial of the signing of the Act of July
2, 1862 (commonly known as the ‘‘First Mor-
rill Act”; 7 U.S.C. 301 et seq.), which granted
public lands to States and territories to sup-
port colleges in promoting education as a
means of economic advancement and intel-
lectual pursuit;

Whereas the genesis of the national focus
on public higher education in the United
States is attributed to the establishment of
the land-grant institutions under the First
Morrill Act;

Whereas United States Representative Jus-
tin Morrill of Strafford, Vermont, inspired
by his own lack of a formal education, au-
thored the legislation that would become the
First Morrill Act to provide an ‘‘opportunity
in every State for a liberal and larger edu-
cation to larger numbers, not merely to
those destined to sedentary professions, but
to those needing higher instruction for the
world’s business, for the industrial pursuits
and professions of life’’;

Whereas the 37th Congress sought to ener-
gize the vital intellectual resources of the
United States by enacting legislation to
make higher education accessible to the pub-
lic and thereby apply those intellectual re-
sources to stimulate the national economy,
which at the time was based in agriculture
and the mechanical arts;

Whereas, in the midst of the Civil War and
domestic strife, President Abraham Lincoln
supported, encouraged, and signed into law
the First Morrill Act, which encompassed
ideals that united the North and the South;

Whereas the First Morrill Act opened the
doors of colleges and universities to all peo-
ple with the ability and will to learn, irre-
spective of heredity, occupation, or eco-
nomic status;

Whereas the United States leads the world
in the quality of its public universities and
has provided extraordinary opportunities for
higher education to the people of the United
States, thus enriching each State and the
country as a whole;

Whereas the land-grant institutions and
other public research universities of the
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United States remain committed to pro-
viding accessible higher education and sup-
porting learning, discovery, and engagement
in the interest of the country;

Whereas the land-grant institutions and
other public research universities of the
United States conduct research and edu-
cation in all 50 States, the District of Colum-
bia, and 6 territories of the United States,
and disseminate the results of those efforts
throughout the country and the world, seek-
ing solutions to economic, social, and phys-
ical challenges and enriching the cultural
life of the people of the world;

Whereas the land-grant institutions and
other public research universities of the
United States educate more than 5,000,000
students and award nearly 1,000,000 degrees
annually, serving as the single largest source
of trained and educated workers in the
United States;

Whereas the land-grant institutions and
other public research universities of the
United States award 200,000 degrees in
science, technology, engineering, and mathe-
matics (referred to in this preamble as
“STEM”) annually, including more than half
of the advanced degrees in STEM awarded
annually in the United States;

Whereas the land-grant institutions and
other public research universities of the
United States perform more than
$37,000,000,000 worth of research annually and
impart the discoveries from that research lo-
cally, regionally, nationally, and globally for
the betterment of their communities, the
country, and the world;

Whereas the Smithsonian Institute is
marking the sesquicentennial of the signing
of the First Morrill Act at the annual
Folklife Festival on the National Mall dur-
ing the summer of 2012, with displays and
presentations by many land-grant institu-
tions; and

Whereas many States are celebrating the
sesquicentennial of the signing of the First
Morrill Act with resolutions and proclama-
tions, and many land-grant institutions are
also commemorating the signing of the his-
toric legislation: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) celebrates the 150th anniversary of the
signing of the First Morrill Act by President
Abraham Lincoln;

(2) encourages the people of the United
States to observe and celebrate the 150th an-
niversary of the signing of the First Morrill
Act;

(3) affirms the continuing importance and
vitality of the land-grant institutions, which
are the fruitful product of the extraordinary
commitment to higher education in the
United States that the First Morrill Act rep-
resents; and

(4) respectfully requests that the Secretary
of the Senate transmit to the Association of
Public and Land-grant Universities an en-
rolled copy of this resolution for appropriate
display.

NOTICE OF INTENT TO OBJECT TO
PROCEEDING

I, Senator ToMm COBURN, intend to ob-
ject to proceeding to the nomination of
Heidi Shyum, of California, to be an
Assistant Secretary of the Army, dated
June 20, 2012.

———————

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO
MEET
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
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mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate, on June 20, 2012, at 10 a.m., in
room SD-115 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en-
titled ‘“‘Oversight of the United States
Patent and Trademark Office: Imple-
mentation of the Leahy-Smith Amer-
ican Invents Act and International
Harmonization Efforts.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary be authorized
to meet during the session of the Sen-
ate, on June 20, 2012, at 2:30 p.m., in
room SD-115 of the Dirksen Senate Of-
fice Building, to conduct a hearing en-
titled ‘‘Holocaust-Era Claims in the
21st Century.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SECURITIES, INSURANCE, AND
INVESTMENT

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and
Urban Affairs Subcommittee on Secu-
rities, Insurance, and Investment be
authorized to meet during the session
of the Senate on June 20, 2012, at 9:30
a.m., to conduct a hearing entitled
“Examining the IPO Process: Is It
Working for Ordinary Investors?”’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

SUBCOMMITTEE ON SCIENCE AND SPACE

Mr. SANDERS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Sub-
committee on Science and Space of the
Committee on Commerce, Science, and
Transportation be authorized to meet
during the session of the Senate on
June 20, 2012, at 10 a.m. in room 253 of
the Russell Senate Office Building.

The Committee will hold a hearing
entitled, ‘‘Risks, Opportunities, and
Oversight of Commercial Space.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

RESOLUTIONS SUBMITTED TODAY

Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous
consent that the Senate proceed to the
immediate consideration en bloc of the
following resolutions which were sub-
mitted earlier today: S. Res. 500, S.
Res. 501, and S. Res. 502.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous
consent the resolutions be agreed to,
the preambles be agreed to, the mo-
tions to reconsider be laid upon the
table en bloc, with no intervening ac-
tion or debate, and any statements re-
lated to the resolutions be printed in
the RECORD.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The resolutions were agreed to.

The preambles were agreed to.

The resolutions, with their pre-
ambles, read as follows:
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S. RES. 500

Celebrating the accomplishments of title IX
of the Education Amendments of 1972, also
known as the Patsy Takemoto Mink Equal
Opportunity in Education Act, and recog-
nizing the need to continue pursuing the
goal of equal educational opportunities for
all women and girls.

Whereas 40 years ago, on June 23, 1972, title
IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 (in
this preamble referred to as ‘‘title IX’’)(20
U.S.C. 1681 et seq.) was signed into law by
the President of the United States;

Whereas Representatives Patsy T. Mink
and Edith Green led the successful fight in
Congress to pass this legislation;

Whereas, on October 29, 2002, title IX was
named the ‘“‘Patsy Takemoto Mink Equal Op-
portunity in Education Act’ in recognition
of Representative Mink’s heroic, visionary,
and tireless leadership in developing and
passing title IX;

Whereas title IX prohibits discrimination
on the basis of sex in the administration of
any education program receiving Federal fi-
nancial assistance, including sports, and bars
sexual and sex-based harassment, discrimi-
nation against pregnant and parenting stu-
dents, and the use of stereotypes and other
barriers to limit a person’s access to a par-
ticular educational field;

Whereas remarkable gains have been made
to ensure equal opportunity for women and
girls under the inspiration and mandate of
title IX;

Whereas title IX has increased educational
opportunities for women and girls, including
their access to professional schools and non-
traditional fields of study, and has improved
their employment opportunities;

Whereas title IX has increased opportuni-
ties for women and girls in sports, leading to
greater access to competitive sports and
building strong values such as teamwork,
leadership, discipline, work ethic, self-sac-
rifice, pride in accomplishment, and strength
of character;

Whereas, while title IX has been instru-
mental in fostering 40 years of progress to-
ward equality between men and women in
educational institutions and the workplace,
there remains progress to be made;

Whereas, in the 2010-2011 school year, girls
were provided 1,300,000 fewer opportunities to
play high school sports than boys;

Whereas, in 2010, at the typical Division I
Football Bowl Subdivision school, 51 percent
of the students were women, but female ath-
letes received only 28 percent of the total
money spent on athletics, 31 percent of the
money spent to recruit new athletes, and 42
percent of the total athletic scholarship
funds;

Whereas research shows that more than 8
out of 10 successful businesswomen played
organized sports as children;

Whereas, for girls who engage in sports, 80
percent are less likely to have a drug prob-
lem and 92 percent are less likely to have an
unwanted pregnancy;

Whereas title IX seeks to protect students
from sexual harassment and defend pregnant
and parenting students from discrimination;

Whereas stereotypes and discriminatory
barriers in the fields of science, technology,
engineering, and mathematics persist and
contribute to the low numbers of women and
girls in those fields;

Whereas, in 2009, women comprised only 19
percent of students receiving baccalaureate
degrees in physics, 18 percent of students re-
ceiving baccalaureate degrees in computer
science, 16 percent of students receiving bac-
calaureate degrees in engineering and engi-
neering technologies, and 22 percent of stu-
dents receiving master’s or doctorate degrees
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in engineering and engineering technologies;
and

Whereas, while title IX has resulted in sig-
nificant gains for women and girls in edu-
cation, the law’s full promise of equal edu-
cational opportunities for all women and
girls has not yet been fulfilled: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) celebrates the accomplishments result-
ing from the passage of title IX of the Edu-
cation Amendments of 1972, also known as
the Patsy Takemoto Mink Equal Oppor-
tunity in Education Act, in increasing oppor-
tunities for women and girls in many facets
of education, including the magnificent ac-
complishments of women and girls in sports;

(2) reaffirms the commitment of title IX to
ending all discrimination against women and
girls in elementary, secondary, and higher
education, and to equal opportunities for
women and girls in athletics; and

(3) recognizes the continued importance of
title IX in providing needed protections for
women and girls.

S. RES. 501

Supporting National Men’s Health Week

Whereas, despite advances in medical tech-
nology and research, men continue to live an
average of more than 5 years less than
women, and African-American men have the
lowest life expectancy;

Whereas 9 of the 10 leading causes of death,
as defined by the Centers for Disease Control
and Prevention, affect men at a higher per-
centage than women;

Whereas, between ages 45 and 54, men are
more than 1% times more likely than women
to die of heart attacks;

Whereas men die of heart disease at 1%
times the rate of women;

Whereas men die of cancer at almost 1%
times the rate of women;

Whereas testicular cancer is 1 of the most
common cancers in men aged 15 to 34, and,
when detected early, has a 96 percent sur-
vival rate;

Whereas the number of cases of colon can-
cer among men will reach almost 50,000 in
2012, and more than half of those men will
die from the disease;

Whereas the likelihood that a man will de-
velop prostate cancer is 1 in 6;

Whereas the number of men who develop
prostate cancer in 2012 is expected to reach
more than 241,740, and an estimated 28,170 of
those men will die from the disease;

Whereas African-American men in the
United States have the highest incidence of
prostate cancer;

Whereas significant numbers of health
problems that affect men, such as prostate
cancer, testicular cancer, colon cancer, and
infertility, could be detected and treated if
awareness among men of those problems was
more pervasive;

Whereas more than % of the elderly wid-
ows now living in poverty were not poor be-
fore the death of their husbands, and by age
100, women outnumber men by a ratio of 4 to
1

Whereas educating both the public and
health care providers about the importance
of early detection of male health problems
will result in reducing rates of mortality for
those diseases;

Whereas appropriate use of tests such as
prostate specific antigen exams, blood pres-
sure screens, and cholesterol screens, in con-
junction with clinical examination and self-
testing for problems such as testicular can-
cer, can result in the detection of many of
those problems in their early stages and in-
crease the survival rates to nearly 100 per-
cent;
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Whereas women are 2 times more likely
than men to visit their doctors for annual
examinations and preventive services;

Whereas men are less likely than women to
visit their health centers or physicians for
regular screening examinations of male-re-
lated problems for a variety of reasons;

Whereas Congress established National
Men’s Health Week in 1994 and urged men
and their families to engage in appropriate
health behaviors, and the resulting increased
awareness has improved health-related edu-
cation and helped prevent illness;

Whereas the Governors of all 50 States

issue proclamations annually declaring
Men’s Health Week in their respective
States;

Whereas, since 1994, National Men’s Health
Week has been celebrated each June by doz-
ens of States, cities, localities, public health
departments, health care entities, churches,
and community organizations throughout
the United States that promote health
awareness events focused on men and family;

Whereas the National Men’s Health Week
Internet website has been established at
www.menshealthweek.org and features Gov-
ernors’ proclamations and National Men’s
Health Week events;

Whereas men who are educated about the
value that preventive health can play in pro-
longing their lifespans and their roles as pro-
ductive family members will be more likely
to participate in health screenings;

Whereas men and their families are en-
couraged to increase their awareness of the
importance of a healthy lifestyle, regular ex-
ercise, and medical checkups;

Whereas June 11 through 17, 2012, is Na-
tional Men’s Health Week; and

Whereas the purpose of National Men’s
Health Week is to heighten the awareness of
preventable health problems and encourage
early detection and treatment of disease
among men and boys: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) supports the annual National Men’s
Health Week; and

(2) calls upon the people of the United
States and interested groups to observe Na-
tional Men’s Health Week with appropriate
ceremonies and activities.

S. RES. 502
Celebrating the 150th anniversary of the
signing of the First Morrill Act

Whereas July 2, 2012, marks the sesqui-
centennial of the signing of the Act of July
2, 1862 (commonly known as the ‘‘First Mor-
rill Act”; 7 U.S.C. 301 et seq.), which granted
public lands to States and territories to sup-
port colleges in promoting education as a
means of economic advancement and intel-
lectual pursuit;

Whereas the genesis of the national focus
on public higher education in the United
States is attributed to the establishment of
the land-grant institutions under the First
Morrill Act;

Whereas United States Representative Jus-
tin Morrill of Strafford, Vermont, inspired
by his own lack of a formal education, au-
thored the legislation that would become the
First Morrill Act to provide an ‘‘opportunity
in every State for a liberal and larger edu-
cation to larger numbers, not merely to
those destined to sedentary professions, but
to those needing higher instruction for the
world’s business, for the industrial pursuits
and professions of life’’;

Whereas the 37th Congress sought to ener-
gize the vital intellectual resources of the
United States by enacting legislation to
make higher education accessible to the pub-
lic and thereby apply those intellectual re-
sources to stimulate the national economy,
which at the time was based in agriculture
and the mechanical arts;
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Whereas, in the midst of the Civil War and
domestic strife, President Abraham Lincoln
supported, encouraged, and signed into law
the First Morrill Act, which encompassed
ideals that united the North and the South;

Whereas the First Morrill Act opened the
doors of colleges and universities to all peo-
ple with the ability and will to learn, irre-
spective of heredity, occupation, or eco-
nomic status;

Whereas the United States leads the world
in the quality of its public universities and
has provided extraordinary opportunities for
higher education to the people of the United
States, thus enriching each State and the
country as a whole;

Whereas the land-grant institutions and
other public research universities of the
United States remain committed to pro-
viding accessible higher education and sup-
porting learning, discovery, and engagement
in the interest of the country;

Whereas the land-grant institutions and
other public research universities of the
United States conduct research and edu-
cation in all 50 States, the District of Colum-
bia, and 6 territories of the United States,
and disseminate the results of those efforts
throughout the country and the world, seek-
ing solutions to economic, social, and phys-
ical challenges and enriching the cultural
life of the people of the world;

Whereas the land-grant institutions and
other public research universities of the
United States educate more than 5,000,000
students and award nearly 1,000,000 degrees
annually, serving as the single largest source
of trained and educated workers in the
United States;

Whereas the land-grant institutions and
other public research universities of the
United States award 200,000 degrees in
science, technology, engineering, and mathe-
matics (referred to in this preamble as
“STEM”) annually, including more than half
of the advanced degrees in STEM awarded
annually in the United States;

Whereas the land-grant institutions and
other public research universities of the
United States perform more than
$37,000,000,000 worth of research annually and
impart the discoveries from that research lo-
cally, regionally, nationally, and globally for
the betterment of their communities, the
country, and the world;

Whereas the Smithsonian Institute is
marking the sesquicentennial of the signing
of the First Morrill Act at the annual
Folklife Festival on the National Mall dur-
ing the summer of 2012, with displays and
presentations by many land-grant institu-
tions; and

Whereas many States are celebrating the
sesquicentennial of the signing of the First
Morrill Act with resolutions and proclama-
tions, and many land-grant institutions are
also commemorating the signing of the his-
toric legislation: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Senate—

(1) celebrates the 150th anniversary of the
signing of the First Morrill Act by President
Abraham Lincoln;

(2) encourages the people of the United
States to observe and celebrate the 150th an-
niversary of the signing of the First Morrill
Act;

(3) affirms the continuing importance and
vitality of the land-grant institutions, which
are the fruitful product of the extraordinary
commitment to higher education in the
United States that the First Morrill Act rep-
resents; and

(4) respectfully requests that the Secretary
of the Senate transmit to the Association of
Public and Land-grant Universities an en-
rolled copy of this resolution for appropriate
display.
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Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I com-
mend the Senate for agreeing to this
resolution celebrating the 150th anni-
versary of the signing of the First Mor-
rill Act. The Morrill Act, named for its
author, Justin Morrill of Strafford, VT,
granted public lands to States and ter-
ritories to support colleges in pro-
moting education as a means of eco-
nomic advancement and intellectual
pursuit. This landmark legislation
brought national attention to public
higher education in the United States
and made higher education accessible
to the public by granting Federal land
to each State to be used toward fund-
ing public agriculture colleges. It is
difficult to overstate the profound im-
pact and ways in which the core demo-
cratic vision behind the Morrill Act
has improved the lives of Americans.
Land grant institutions have opened
the doors to affordable and accessible
higher education for millions of stu-
dents. These public institutions are the
lifeblood of many communities, serving
as hubs of research and innovation, as
drivers of economic growth, and as lab-
oratories for critical thinking and pub-
lic debate.

The University of Vermont is the
State of Vermont’s land-grant univer-
sity. It is fitting that representatives
from the University of Vermont’s Proc-
tor Maple Research Center will be in
town next weekend for the
Smithsonian’s 2012 Folklife Festival.
This year, the annual event celebrates
the spirit of the Morrill Act and the
cultural impact of land-grant institu-
tions. Timothy Perkins, Timothy
Wilmont, Emily Drew, George Cook,
and Brian Stowe will host a booth at
the Festival on the maple industry and
how maple research at the University
of Vermont has provided new and im-
proved techniques for efficient sap col-
lection and evaporation systems which
yield higher quality maple syrup, as
well as research to improve under-
standing of the physiology and contin-
ued health of sugar maple trees. Just
one example is a revolutionary maple
tap developed by students and profes-
sors at UVM and now being manufac-
tured in Vermont which nearly doubles
the yield from each tree.

Justin Morrill’s vision for a modern
higher education infrastructure was
centered in creating an opportunity for
farmers, mechanics, artisans and labor-
ers who too often lacked access to
higher education. While time does not
allow a comprehensive look at the con-
tributions of UVM to the State of
Vermont, I will note that given the
focus of land grant institutions on ag-
riculture, it is very appropriate that
the UVM College of Agriculture and
Life Sciences, known as CALS, is quar-
tered in the original Morrill Hall at the
center of campus. In addition to work
on maple, CALS provides a number of
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world-class research and outreach ef-
forts that are educating a generation of
leaders in sustainable agriculture and
food systems. And the acorn often falls
close to the tree—with UVM graduates
applying their skills to start businesses
and nonprofits in Vermont. CALS grad-
uates are owners and herd managers at
dairy farms across Vermont and others
are operating a growing number of di-
versified farms and CSA’s across the
region. Two examples are Shelburne
Farms, a wonderful center for sustain-
ability education and Vermont Natural
Coatings—a private company manufac-
turing environmentally friendly
paints—both being run by UVM alum-
ni. Nutrition research at the school is
informing cutting edge farm-to-school
programs.

Students and researchers at the UVM
School of Natural resources have been
at the lead for many years in under-
standing and addressing water quality
problems in Lake Champlain. Pre-
paring students with a great basic edu-
cation in environmental science and
policy, these young people are then de-
ployed to the UVM research vessel the
Melosira, to the Rubenstein Lake Re-
search Lab, and to watershed groups to
put their skills to the test. It is not un-
usual to see UVM undergraduates com-
ing off the lake, cold and wet on a cold
fall day and burdened with nets, buck-
ets, and boots—and smiling from ear to
ear.

Vermont is a small State and could
never have built such a fine and world-
renowned research University but for
the Morrill Land Grant Act. UVM is
now an engine that helps to drive our
state, and to benefit the Nation.

————

ORDERS FOR THURSDAY, JUNE 21,
2012

Ms. STABENOW. I ask unanimous
consent that when the Senate com-
pletes its business today, it adjourn
until 10:30 a.m., on Thursday, June 21;
that following the prayer and pledge,
the Journal of proceedings be approved
to date, the morning hour be deemed
expired, the time for the two leaders be
reserved for their use later in the day;
that the majority leader be recognized;
and that following the remarks of the
two leaders, the time until 11 a.m. be
equally divided and controlled between
the two leaders or their designees; fur-
ther, that at 11 a.m., the Senate re-
sume consideration of S. 3240, the farm
bill, and the votes on the remaining
amendments to the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

PROGRAM

Ms. STABENOW. There will be sev-
eral rollcall votes beginning at ap-
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proximately 11 a.m. tomorrow in order
to complete action on the farm bill.

——————

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 10:30 A.M.
TOMORROW

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. President, if
there is no other business to come be-
fore the Senate, I ask unanimous con-
sent that it adjourn under the previous
order.

There being no objection, the Senate,
at 7:15 p.m., adjourned until Thursday,
June 21, 2012, at 10:30 a.m.

———————

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by
the Senate:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

POLLY ELLEN TROTTENBERG, OF MARYLAND, TO BE
UNDER SECRETARY OF TRANSPORTATION FOR POLICY,
VICE ROY W. KIENITZ.

NATIONAL FOUNDATION ON THE ARTS AND THE
HUMANITIES

DAVID MASUMOTO, OF CALIFORNIA, TO BE A MEMBER
OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL ON THE ARTS FOR A TERM
EXPIRING SEPTEMBER 3, 2018, VICE STEPHEN W. PORTER,
TERM EXPIRING.

FOREIGN SERVICE

THE FOLLOWING-NAMED PERSONS OF THE DEPART-
MENT OF COMMERCE FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN
SERVICE OFFICERS OF THE CLASSES STATED.

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER OF
CLASS TWO, CONSULAR OFFICER AND SECRETARY IN
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA,

THOMAS J. BRENNAN, OF MISSOURI
CHERYL J. DUKELOW, OF WASHINGTON

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER OF
CLASS THREE, CONSULAR OFFICER AND SECRETARY IN
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA,

YAMILEE M. BASTIEN, OF FLORIDA
ANDREW C. GATELY, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
JENNIFER GOTHARD, OF CALIFORNIA
STEPHEN GREEN, OF VIRGINIA
LOLA Z. GULOMOVA, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA
JOHN HOWELL, OF VIRGINIA
ILONA SHTROM, OF VIRGINIA
PAUL A. TAYLOR, OF COLORADO

FOR APPOINTMENT AS FOREIGN SERVICE OFFICER OF
CLASS FOUR, CONSULAR OFFICER AND SECRETARY IN
THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA,

CHRISTOPHER BECKER, OF ILLINOIS
LINDA L. CARUSO, OF WISCONSIN
SARAH FOX, OF MARYLAND
JEFFREY W. HAMILTON, OF TEXAS
MATTHEW HILGENDORF, OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
KATJA 8. KRAVETSKY, OF VIRGINIA
JESSE LAPIERRE, OF MASSACHUSETTS
RICARDO PELAEZ, OF FLORIDA
THE FOLLOWING-NAMED MEMBERS OF THE FOREIGN
SERVICE TO BE CONSULAR OFFICERS AND SECRETARIES
IN THE DIPLOMATIC SERVICE OF THE UNITED STATES OF
AMERICA:
STEPHEN GREEN, OF VIRGINIA
THOMAS HANSON, OF CALIFORNIA
MARTIN CLAESSENS, OF ILLINOIS
RICARDO PELAEZ, OF FLORIDA
THOMAS PEPE, OF VIRGINIA

——————

WITHDRAWAL

Executive Message transmitted by
the President to the Senate on June 20,
2012 withdrawing from further Senate
consideration the following nomina-
tion:

PATRICIA M, WALD, OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA,
TO BE A MEMBER OF THE PRIVACY AND CIVIL LIBERTIES
OVERSIGHT BOARD FOR A TERM EXPIRING JANUARY 29,

2019, (REAPPOINTMENT), WHICH WAS SENT TO THE SEN-
ATE ON APRIL 16, 2012.
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